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PLANNING AND DESIGN ANALYSIS REPORT 

DECISION DOCUMENT 

CAP SECTION 14 

DELAWARE AVENUE 

CITY OF CAPE MAY, CAPE MAY COUNTY, NEW JERSEY 

 
 
1. Authority Requirements:  This investigation is conducted under the Continuing 
Authorities Program, Section 14 of the 1946 Flood Control Act (33 U.S.C. 701r), as 
amended.  The purpose of the Section 14 authority is to protect public works and non-
profit public facilities from streambank and shoreline erosion.  Federal funding for each 
Section 14 project is limited to $5,000,000 (as amended by Section 1030 of the Water 
Resources Development Act of 2014, P.L. 113-121).  

 
Guidance contained in ER 1105-2-100 states: 
 

“b. Eligible Facilities. Eligible facilities are: highways, highway bridge 
approaches, public works, churches, public and private non-profit hospitals, 
schools, and other public or non-profit facilities offering public services open to 
all on equal terms; and known historic properties whose significance has been 
demonstrated by a determination of eligibility for listing on, or actual listing on, 
the National Register of Historic Places. The historic property (ies) must be 
open to all on equal terms.” 

 
2.  Congressional Delegation and Sponsor:   
 

a) Congressional Delegation: Senators Robert Menendez and Cory Booker 
(NJ), Representative Frank LoBiondo (NJ-2). 

b) Sponsor: Cape May County 
 
 
3.  Location of Study: 

 
The City of Cape May is a 2.2 square mile community located at the southern tip of the 
mainland of New Jersey, where the Atlantic Ocean meets the Delaware Bay, approximately 
70 miles southeast of Philadelphia, PA (Figures 1 and 2).  The Atlantic Ocean is located to 
the south, the municipalities of Lower Township and the Borough of West Cape May are 
located to the west, Cape May Harbor is located to the north, and Cape May Inlet is located 
to the east.  The eastern end of the City is occupied by the United States Coast Guard 
Training Center, which occupies approximately 20% of the land area in the City.  The City 
is primarily composed of residential properties, with some interspersed commercial 
properties.  The year round population of the City is approximately 3,500 residents and the 
summer population is typically between 40,000 and 50,000 people.  
 
The Delaware Avenue shoreline erosion protection study area is located on the north side 
of the City along the Cape May Harbor and extends for approximately 0.4 miles along 
Delaware Avenue (Figure 3).    
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Figure 1: Location of the City of Cape May within Cape May County. 
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Figure 2: Geographic Features in the Vicinity of the Study Area. 
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Figure 3: Location of Study Area within the City of Cape May.  
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4. Project Purpose, Problems and Needs: 
 
The purpose of this Planning and Design Analysis (PDA) Report is to address on-going 
shoreline erosion along Delaware Avenue in the City of Cape May, New Jersey. The PDA 
was prepared to provide a detailed plan formulation to determine methods for reducing risk 
to Delaware Avenue and a sewer utility line from shoreline erosion and make a 
recommendation, if applicable, for implementation of the least cost option.  A determination 
of Federal Interest in pursuing this study was approved by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) North Atlantic Division on September 29, 2014.   
 
Cape May County submitted a letter (Appendix A) to the Philadelphia District requesting 
that a study be conducted to determine potential solutions to reduce risk of shoreline 
erosion following the erosion which occurred during Hurricane Sandy in October 2012 and 
the nor'easter which occurred from January 22 through January 24, 2016.  During 
Hurricane Sandy, the Cape May Canal tide gage recorded water level maximums as the 
highest on record.  The storm surge plus simultaneous spring astronomical tides and wave 
action resulted in severe shoreline erosion on the harbor-side of the city.  Subsequently, 
the January 2016 nor’easter resulted in the highest tide level ever recorded in Cape May 
Harbor.  The United States Geological Survey (USGS) tide gage in Cape May Harbor 
reached +6.6 ft North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD88) on January 23, 2016, 
which was higher than the maximum height recorded during Hurricane Sandy (+5.9 ft 
NAVD88).  Longtime local officials that were present during the nor'easter indicated that 
the waves on the harbor were the highest they had ever witnessed.  The elevated tide 
levels and wave action during the nor'easter resulted in additional erosion along Delaware 
Avenue.  
 
The study area is an approximate 0.4 mile length of Delaware Avenue which extends from 
half way between Baltimore Street and Brooklyn Avenue to half way between Commanders 
Way and Buffalo Avenue. Photographs 1 and 2 show the eroded shoreline that is 
encroaching on Delaware Avenue.  The erosion threatens the integrity of Delaware 
Avenue, a county owned road, which provides access to numerous residential buildings 
and is the main route for the delivery of supplies to the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) Training 
Center.  The erosion also threatens an underground sewer utility line (8-inch force main) 
that runs along the northern right-of-way of the road, approximately 4 feet under the 
surface.  It was exposed by erosive forces during Hurricane Sandy as well as during other 
historic storms.  Approximately 75 buildings along Delaware Avenue (primarily multi-family, 
residential) and approximately 50 buildings on the USCG Training Center are serviced by 
the sewer line.  The sewer line is public infrastructure that is owned and operated by the 
City of Cape May.  The USCG is a customer of the Cape May Sewer Utility.     
 
During Hurricane Sandy, the shoreline of the Cape May Harbor eroded into Delaware 
Avenue in multiple locations (Photographs 3 and 4).  Cape May County performed 
emergency stabilization of the banks in these areas with temporary rip-rap and asphalt 
patches.   
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Photograph 1:  Looking southwest along Delaware Avenue between Brooklyn and 
Wilmington Avenues. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Photograph 2:  Looking east along the shoreline from Brooklyn Avenue. 
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Photograph 3:  Looking northeast at an asphalt patch and emergency rip-rap that was 
placed following Hurricane Sandy between Brooklyn and Wilmington Avenues. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photograph 4:  Looking west at emergency rip-rap placed following Hurricane Sandy at 
Wilmington Avenue. 
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Historic Storms 
 
Ocean water levels recorded at the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA) Cape May, NJ Tide Gage (Station ID 8536110, located at Cape May – Lewes 
Ferry: Cape May Terminal) serve as the most complete record of historical storm surge 
conditions in the area.  The top ten highest water levels recorded since the Cape May Tide 
Gage was established in 1965 are listed in Table 1.  No adjustment to water surface 
elevation has been made for sea level rise or fall in this table. 
 

Table 1:  Top Ten Highest Water Levels at Station 8536110  
 

Rank 
Elevation (Ft 
NAVD 88)* 

Storm Date 

1 6.6 Nor’easter 1/22/2016 

2 5.87 Hurricane Sandy 10/29/2012 

3 5.79 Hurricane Gloria 9/27/1985 

4 5.67 Nor'easter 10/29/2011 

5 5.64 Nor'easter 10/25/1980 

6 5.53 Nor'easter 12/11/1992 

7 5.52 Nor'easter 1/4/1992 

8 5.50 Nor'easter 3/3/1994 

9 5.37 Nor'easter 8/28/2011 

10 5.25 Nor'easter 10/14/1977 

           *Adjusted from MHHW to NAVD 88 in feet. 
 
5. Plan Formulation: 
 
The study involved reviewing existing conditions, specifying a problem, communicating 
with local stakeholders, proposing alternatives, preparing preliminary designs, and 
conducting a least cost alternative assessment to determine the feasibility of a Federal 
emergency shoreline protection project for the Delaware Avenue study area.  Site 
inspections were performed on May 27, 2014; March 7, 2015; August 20, 2015, and April 6, 
2016 with the project delivery team (PDT).   
 
6. Affected Environment: 

 
In conjunction with this Planning and Design Analysis Report, the Philadelphia District has 
also prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended for the Delaware Avenue Project (Appendix 
B).  The EA was prepared to describe the existing environment in the project area, assess 
the potential environmental impacts of the proposed alternatives, and document the 
project’s planned compliance with the applicable environmental statutes.    
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7. Future Without Project Condition: 
 

Erosion due to tidal and wave action during major storm events is expected to continue and 
pose a significant threat of damage to Delaware Avenue and the sewer utility line.  The 
likelihood of future storms with intensities similar to Hurricane Sandy and the January 2016 
Nor’easter, along with sea level rise, is placing this section of the City of Cape May at 
increasing risk for more frequent and severe erosion.  With no action taken, erosion of the 
shoreline is likely to undermine the foundation of the sewer utility line, creating the potential 
for a release of raw sewage into Cape May Harbor and the loss of sewer utilities for buildings 
along Delaware Avenue and the entire USCG Training Station.  No action also has the 
potential to completely undermine Delaware Avenue and adversely impact local traffic and 
deliveries.   
 
The temporary rip-rap which was placed by the County on the worst erosion areas after 
Hurricane Sandy was not intended as a comprehensive solution and is not expected to 
perform as a long term remedy.  The emergency efforts were not performed using standard 
engineering design criterion (ie. geotextile, keying, etc.) which would adequately prevent 
erosion and offer a continuous line of protection.  Emergency efforts such as these would be 
expected to continue to occur and accrue annual costs without sufficiently addressing the 
erosion problem.  
 

8.  Future With Project: 
 

For the purposes of this PDA Report, three action alternatives and associated costs were 
developed and compared to the cost of relocating the threatened infrastructure.  Relocation 
of only the sewer utility line was chosen as the most conservative (cheapest) relocation for 
comparison with the action alternatives.  The sewer line is also under the most immediate 
threat of being damaged.   
 
The existing Federal Coastal Storm Risk Management (CSRM) project (Cape May Inlet to 
Lower Township, NJ) that is located on the ocean side of the City does not provide flood 
risk management or erosion protection benefits to the Delaware Avenue study area.   The 
erosion protection solutions and associated benefits which were examined during this PDA 
are located outside of the CSRM project area.  
 

9.  Alternative Plans: 
 
The alternative plans presented in this section provide a basis for the alternative analysis and 
cost estimates discussed in Section 10.  Detailed topographic surveys of the existing 
conditions in the study area were provided to USACE by the Cape May County Engineer’s 
Office and were used in the development of the alternative plans.  Prior to alternative plan 
formulation, it was determined by the PDT that using a Natural or Nature Based Feature 
(NNBF), such as a living shoreline, as a singular measure for erosion prevention would not 
be effective for addressing the problems in the study area.  Erosion during storms occurs 
high on the bank along Delaware Avenue, well above the normal tide elevations, as storm 
surge raises the water surface elevation in the harbor by several feet.  A living shoreline 
placed in the intertidal area would be submerged by the surge and wave attack would 
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continue on the elevated water surface.    
 
No Federal Action 
 
If erosion of the shoreline directly adjacent to Delaware Avenue is allowed to continue it will 
undermine the foundation of the sewer utility line and create the potential for a release of raw 
sewage into Cape May Harbor and the loss of sewer utilities for Delaware Avenue and the 
entire USCG Training Station.  
 
Rip-rap 
 
This alternative involves the placement of rip-rap along the shoreline of the Harbor to reduce 
risk of further erosion along Delaware Avenue and the sewer line (Figure 4). This coastal 
storm risk management measure would consist of the removal of approximately 8,400 CY of 
existing rubble (sand, rock, concrete and paving debris) along the shoreline and the 
placement of 3,000 cubic yards (CY) of R5 rip-rap at a minimum thickness of 24 in.  The rip-
rap would be placed at a slope of 1.5H:1V and would tie into the waterside edge of the 
existing road shoulder.  Geotextile would be placed on the slope prior to rip-rap placement 
and would be keyed into the road shoulder.   The total footprint for the rip-rap alternative is 
5,300 square yards (SY).  Once the rip-rap is placed, the water ward side of the structure will 
be backfilled with approximately 5,050 CY of sand.  The sand will be placed from the 
intersection of the rip-rap and the Mean High Water elevation of +1.6 feet NAVD88 at a slope 
ranging from 11H:1V to 8H:1V to ensure protection of the structure and to promote the 
growth of emergent wetland vegetation (Figure 5). The area would then be planted with 
approximately 2.0 acres of Spartina alterniflora.  The rip-rap placement would extend for 
2,200 linear feet from half way between Baltimore Street and Brooklyn Ave to half way 
between Commanders Way and Buffalo Avenue.  The rip-rap will be a contiguous line except 
for a 200 ft gap around an existing high spit along one section of the shoreline.  This spit has 
not suffered the same historic erosion rates as the rest of Delaware Avenue, most likely due 
to the large trees that are present.  Preservation of these trees was also considered as an 
environmental benefit when determining the design of the rip-rap.   

 
Rip-rap will be obtained from a local quarry.  Sand for backfill will be obtained and trucked 
from one of two existing USACE upland disposal areas that are located along the Cape May 
Canal (Figure 6).  These disposal areas are used for the placement of dredged material that 
has been removed from the Cape May Canal near the Cape May Ferry Terminal or the Cape 
May Harbor.  Recent sampling (May 2016) of the existing material in the Cape May Ferry 
disposal area has confirmed that sufficient quantities of sandy material are present for project 
construction.   
 
The determination to include sand backfill and vegetative plantings, rather than strictly rip-rap 
placement, was based on USACE Environmental Operating Principles.  While the project’s 
purpose is to reduce risk to critical infrastructure, it also provided an opportunity to support 
environmental sustainability goals outlined in the Planning Guidance Notebook (ER 1105-2-
100, Appendix F, F-3, e, 4). The removal of the existing concrete debris allows for 
replacement with properly designed rip-rap that has a much smaller footprint for the “hard” 
protection measure.  This provides the opportunity to increase and enhance the existing 
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intertidal habitat and avoid any mitigation that might be required by only excavating and 
installing rip-rap.  The backfill stabilized with vegetation will also provide a redundancy in the 
protective nature of the project by placing a natural/nature-based feature adjacent to the 
traditional structural measure.       
 
Gabion Basket 
 
This alternative plan consists of the placement of gabion baskets along the shoreline of the 
Harbor to reduce risk of further erosion along Delaware Avenue and the sewer line.  This 
protection measure would consist of the removal of existing rubble along the shoreline and 
the placement of double twisted PVC coated wire mesh gabions (3’W x 3’H x 9’L).  The 
gabions would be constructed in three levels, stepped back 1 foot per level.  Geotextile and 
bedding stone would be placed on the slope prior to gabion placement and would be keyed 
into the road shoulder.  Bedding stone would consist of a 1 foot thick layer of #57 stone 
placed beneath the gabion wall to provide an adequate supporting base. The lowest level 
gabion baskets would be covered with existing beach sand upon completion of the entire 
wall.  The gabion baskets would extend 2,200 linear feet from half way between Baltimore 
Street and Brooklyn Ave to half way between Commanders Way and Buffalo Avenue.  The 
total footprint for the gabion basket alternative is 5,700 SY.  Given that the cost of the gabion 
baskets alone was almost twice as expensive as the rip-rap alternative, sand backfill was not 
considered for this alternative.     
 
Sheet Pile Bulkhead 
 
This alternative consists of the construction of a bulkhead along the shoreline of the Harbor to 
reduce risk of further erosion along Delaware Avenue and the sewer line.  This protection 
measure would consist of the removal of existing rubble along the shoreline and the 
installation of a vinyl sheet pile bulkhead.  The sheet pile would be 20 feet long, with a 15 foot 
minimum embedment depth. It would be constructed 4 feet from the edge of the paved road 
and backfill would be placed between the road and the bulkhead.  The bulkhead would 
extend 2,200 linear feet from half way between Baltimore Street and Brooklyn Ave to half way 
between Commanders Way and Buffalo Avenue. The beach would be regraded to a slope of 
20H:1V.  The construction of a vertical bulkhead with no rip-rap present to dampen wave 
effects would be expected to intensify the erosive forces which are currently acting upon the 
shoreline.  The existing sandy intertidal habitat and wetlands, or any habitat enhanced 
through sand backfilling, would be likely to erode much more significantly under the bulkhead 
option than the rip-rap option. 
 
Relocate Sewer Utility Line 
 
As noted in Section 8, costs were only estimated for the relocation of the sewer utility line 
since it was the component of infrastructure that is under the most immediate threat of 
collapse and less expensive than relocating the entire Delaware Avenue.  Cost estimates 
were based on the assumption that the existing line along Delaware Avenue between Buffalo 
Ave and Baltimore Street would be demolished and removed and the shoulder of Delaware 
Avenue would be restored.  A new subsurface line would then be constructed for 
approximately 0.8 miles along Buffalo Avenue, Pennsylvania Avenue, and Baltimore Street 
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and reconnected to the non-threatened sections of the existing line.  Acquisition of the real 
estate required for this alternative would likely be challenging given the number of properties 
involved.   
 
This is not an action alternative, but is used to compare to the action alternatives to find the 
least cost alternative to reduce risk to the threatened infrastructure as per the guidance in the 
Planning Guidance Notebook (ER 1105-2-100, Appendix F, F-23, d).     
 
10.  Alternative Assessment: 
 
In accordance with the Planning Guidance Notebook (ER 1105-2-100, 2-3, c, 2), each 
alternative plan was formulated based on a standard set of four criteria: completeness, 
effectiveness, efficiency, and acceptability.  Alternative plans must be complete in that they 
provide and account for all necessary investments or other actions to ensure the realization 
of the planned effects.  Alternative plans must be effective so as to alleviate the specified 
problems and achieve the desired goals.  Efficiency demonstrates the alternative plans cost 
effectiveness of alleviating the specified problems and realizing the specified opportunities.  
Alternative plans must also be compatible with existing laws, regulations, and public policies.  

 
Table 2:  Evaluation of Plans Using the Four Planning Criteria 

 Completeness Effectiveness  Efficiency* Acceptability 

No Federal 
Action 

No Federal investments 
or actions 

Does not alleviate 
the threat to the 

sewer line 

Requires on-going 
emergency 

protection costs 
without 

sustainable 
protection of the 

sewer line 

Not acceptable to 
Federal, state and 

local agencies 
(maintains status 
quo of threatened 

infrastructure) 

Rip-Rap 
Accounts for all 

necessary investments 
and actions 

Reduces risk to 
the sewer utility 

line 
Low cost 

Acceptable to 
Federal, state and 

local agencies 

Gabion 
Baskets 

Accounts for all 
necessary investments 

and actions 

 
Reduces risk to 
the sewer utility 

line 

High cost 
Acceptable to 

Federal, state and 
local agencies 

Sheet Pile 
Bulkhead 

Accounts for all 
necessary investments 

and actions 

 
Reduces risk to 
the sewer utility 

line 

High cost 
Acceptable to 

Federal, state and 
local agencies 

Relocate 
Sewer 

Utility Line 

Does not account for real 
estate requirements 

 
Reduces risk to 
the sewer utility 

line 

Medium cost 

May not be 
acceptable to local 

agencies and 
public due to real 

estate 
requirements 

*Gray shading indicates that the measure did not meet the criteria.  Costs for the Efficiency criteria for action 
alternatives are presented as high, medium, or low and are relative to the cost of the other alternatives.      
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A fifth criteria, least cost alternative, which is specifically applicable to Section 14 studies was 
also evaluated.   The least cost alternative plan is considered justified by evaluating whether 
the total cost of the proposed alternative is less than the cost to relocate the threatened 
infrastructure.  The cost estimate guidance was provided by ER 1110-2-1302 (Sep 2008), 
“Engineering and Design Civil Works Cost Engineering”, that requires the latest version of 
Micro-Computer Aided Cost Estimating System (MCACES) 2nd generations, known as MII.  
The three action alternatives and the cost of relocating the infrastructure are compared in 
Table 3.  The proposed least cost alternative is the placement of rip-rap along the shoreline of 
the Harbor to prevent further erosion (Appendix C – Selected Plan Drawings, Appendix D – 
Cost Estimate for Selected Plan) . 

 
Table 3:  Alternative Plan Cost Comparison 

 

Alternative 
Design and 

Construction Cost 

Rip-rap  $1,872,000 

Gabion Baskets  $3,592,000 

Sheet Pile Bulkhead  $3,376,000 

Relocate Sewer Utility Line* $2,424,000 

* Relocation of only the sewer utility line (not entire road) was chosen as the most conservative (cheapest) 
relocation for comparison with the action alternatives.       
 
Given that the cost of the least cost alternative is less than the cost to relocate the 
threatened facilities, this evaluation concludes that the proposed alternative is economically 
justified.   The annual operation, maintenance, repair, replacement, and rehabilitation 
(OMRR&R) activities associated with the selected rip-rap alternative are expected to be 
minimal, with approximate annual costs of less than $1,000 per year.  These OMRR&R 
activities may include removal of nuisance vegetation and debris from the rip-rap, 
adjustment of displaced rip-rap, and clearing of windblown sand prior to the establishment of 
vegetation.  The O&M activities and costs will be the responsibility of the non-Federal 
sponsor.  
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Figure 4: Location of proposed riprap shoreline protection. 
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Figure 5: Cross section of selected plan, riprap shoreline protection. 
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Figure 6: Proposed sand source locations for backfill. 
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11.  Real Estate Requirements:	
 
Three landowners own portions of the property within the project footprint as follows:  the 
City of Cape May owns four parcels containing approximately 4.80 acres, the Corinthian 
Yacht Club owns one parcel containing approximately 0.5 acres, and the non-Federal 
sponsor Cape May County owns four parcels totaling approximately 1.94 acres.  The 
minimum estates required for this project are a Permanent Channel Improvement Estate for 
a permanent right of way on approximately 5.3 acres of land (Estate No.8) and a Temporary 
Work Area Easement (Estate No.15) on approximately 1.94 acres.  It is not expected that 
any Non-Standard Estates will be necessary for the project.  A Real Estate Plan is provided 
in Appendix E. 
 
12.  Sponsorship and Funding: 
 
Under the Section 14 authority, USACE is responsible for providing 100 percent of the costs 
of the feasibility study up to the Federal funding limit of $100,000.  USACE has received 
$100,000 and has completed the feasibility study which includes this Planning and Design 
Analysis report, the Environmental Assessment, and a Real Estate report.  USACE will 
require an additional $50,000 of Federal funds to initiate the design and implementation 
phase (D&I), which will include scope development for the Project Management Plan (PMP) 
and execution of a Project Partnership Agreement (PPA).  The non-Federal sponsor is 
responsible for 35% of the project costs during the D&I phase.  USACE has been 
communicating with Cape May County throughout the Planning and Design Analysis 
process and the County has expressed their interest in sponsoring the D&I phase through a 
Letter of Intent to be the non-Federal sponsor.  The County is aware of their responsibility for 
a minimum of 35% of the total project costs during the D&I phase and to provide all lands, 
easements, rights of way, relocations, and dredged material placement areas (LERRDs) 
necessary for construction of the project.  A letter of intent from Cape May County has been 
included in Appendix A.   
 
13.  Recommendations: 
 
As a result of this Planning and Design Analysis report, USACE recommends that the least 
cost alternative proceeds to a final design in the D&I phase.  Further, this PDA and 
appended Environmental Assessment and Real Estate report consists of all planning and 
design activities that demonstrate that Federal participation is warranted and no additional 
feasibility-level report is required.  During the D&I phase, other actions such as completing 
plans and specifications and obtaining necessary permits will be conducted leading to a 
construction contract award.  Additional funding is required to scope the PMP and execute 
the Project Partnership Agreement (PPA) to construct the least cost alternative plan.  
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
DELAWARE AVENUE, CITY OF CAPE MAY  

CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAM SECTION 14 - EMERGENCY 
SHORELINE EROSION PROTECTION OF PUBLIC WORKS 

CAPE MAY, NEW JERSEY 
 

The United States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), Philadelphia District has 
investigated various options for reducing the risk of shoreline erosion of a section of 
Delaware Avenue in Cape May, New Jersey.   

 
Cape May County submitted a letter to the Philadelphia District requesting that a study 

be conducted to determine potential solutions to reduce risk of shoreline erosion for 
Delaware Avenue following the erosion which occurred in 2012 as a result of Hurricane 
Sandy. The purpose of the project is to reduce risk to Delaware Avenue, a Cape May County 
road which serves at the main route for the delivery of supplies to the U.S. Coast Guard 
(USCG) Training Center.  The ongoing erosion is undermining the road and threatens an 
underground sewer utility line that runs along the road. 

 
The preferred alternative for this project is the construction of an approximately 2,200 

linear foot rip-rap embankment along the Cape May Harbor side of Delaware Avenue.  This 
alternative consists of the removal of the existing concrete rubble and the placement of 
approximately 3,000 cubic yards (CY) of rip-rap with a minimum thickness of 24 inches with 
a 1.5H:1V slope.  Once the rip-rap is placed, the water ward side of the structure will be 
backfilled with approximately 5,050 CY of beach quality sand from an elevation of +1.6 feet 
North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD88) to depth of closure at a slope ranging 
from 11H:1V to 8H:1V to reduce the risk of erosion to the structure and to promote the re-
establishment of intertidal wetlands.  This alternative also includes the planting of 
approximately 2.0 acres of Spartina alterniflora. 

 
In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, and 

CEQ regulations, the Philadelphia District prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) to 
document the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed plan.  The EA 
for the project is being forwarded to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Marine Fisheries Service, the New Jersey State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), NJDEP, and all other known interested parties for 
comment. 

 
The EA has determined that the use of rip-rap and sand fill to address the shoreline 

erosion at Delaware Avenue would not jeopardize the continued existence of any species or 
the critical habitat of any fish, wildlife, or plant, which is designated as endangered or 
threatened pursuant to the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended by P.L. 96-159. 

 
The EA has concluded that the project can be conducted in a manner which should not 

violate New Jersey’s Water Quality Standards.  Pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water 
Act, a 401 Water Quality Certificate is being requested from the NJDEP during the review of 
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the draft EA.  Based on the information developed during preparation of the EA, it was 
determined in accordance with Section 307 (C) of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 
that the plan complies with and can be conducted in a manner that is consistent with the 
approved Coastal Zone Management Program of New Jersey. 

 
There are no known properties listed on, or eligible for listing on, the National Register 

of Historic Places that would be affected by the proposed activity.  The plan has been 
designed to avoid archaeologically sensitive areas, and is therefore not expected to impact 
any cultural resources.   

 
Because the Environmental Assessment concludes that the work described is not a 

major Federal action significantly affecting the human environment, I have determined that 
an Environmental Impact Statement is not required. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                                         _________________ 
Michael A. Bliss, P.E.                          Date 
Lieutenant Colonel, Corps of Engineers 
District Commander 
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1.0 Project Location 
 

The study area is located on the north side of Cape May City along the southern shoreline 
of Cape May Harbor (Figures 1, 2, and 3).  The harbor is approximately 2.0 miles long in the 
east-west direction, and about 0.5 miles wide in the north-south direction.  The harbor was 
created circa 1905-1910 by dredging the shallow, marshy area known at the time as Cape Island 
Sound.  The sediment removed to create the harbor was placed along the ocean shoreline in the 
area presently occupied by the US Coast Guard training base and the eastern end of Cape May 
City.  In 1911, the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) constructed parallel stone 
jetties and dredged a navigation channel at Cape May (Cold Spring) Inlet in order to provide a 
stabilized navigation connection between the harbor and the ocean.  At that time the only tidal 
influence in Cape May Harbor was via Cape May Inlet.  There was essentially no other tidal 
connection between the Atlantic Ocean and the harbor.  In 1942, the USACE constructed the 
Cape May Canal, extending approximately three miles from the west end of Cape May Harbor to 
its jettied western terminus on Delaware Bay in Lower Township.  The construction of the canal 
established a new tidal regime for Cape May Harbor, as tidal exchange could occur between 
Delaware Bay and the Atlantic Ocean via the Canal, Cape May Harbor, and Cape May Inlet. 
 

 
Figure 1: Study Location, Cape May City, New Jersey 
 

The project area is an approximate 2,200 foot length of Delaware Avenue that continually 
experiences severe shoreline erosion due to tidal surge and wave action during hurricanes and 
major nor'easters.  The area of concern stretches from half way between Baltimore Street and 
Brooklyn Avenue to half way between Commanders Way and Buffalo Avenue.    
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Figure 2: Geographic Features in the Vicinity of the Study Area 
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Figure 3: Delaware Avenue, Cape May City, NJ   
 

2.0 Study Authority 
 
This investigation is conducted under the authority of the Continuing Authorities 

Program, Section 14 of the 1946 Flood Control Act (33 U.S.C. 701r), as amended.  Section 14 
relates to Streambank and Shoreline Erosion Protection of Public Works and Non-Profit Public 
Services, which authorizes the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to study, design and 
construct projects to protect facilities that are used to provide public services and are open to all 
on equal terms. These facilities must be in imminent threat of damage or failure by natural 
erosion processes on stream banks and shorelines, and are essential and important enough to 
merit Federal participation in their protection. 

 

3.0 Purpose and Need for Action 
 
The purpose of the project is to address on-going shoreline erosion along Delaware Avenue 

in the City of Cape May, New Jersey.  The erosion threatens the integrity of Delaware Avenue, a 
county owned road, which provides access to numerous residential buildings and is the main route 
for the delivery of supplies to the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) Training Center.  The erosion also 



 

4 
 

threatens an underground sewer utility line (8-inch force main) that runs along the northern right-
of-way of the road, approximately 4 feet under the surface.  It was exposed by erosive forces during 
Sandy as well as during other historic storms.  Approximately 75 buildings along Delaware Ave 
(primarily multi-family, residential) and approximately 50 buildings on the USCG Training Center 
are serviced by the sewer line.  The sewer line is public infrastructure that is owned and operated 
by the City of Cape May.  The USCG is a customer of the Cape May Sewer Utility. 

 
Cape May County submitted a letter to the Philadelphia District requesting that a study be 

conducted to determine potential solutions to reduce risk of shoreline erosion to Delaware Avenue 
following the erosion which occurred in 2012 as a result of Hurricane Sandy (Figures 3 and 4).  
Hurricane Sandy made landfall just north of Atlantic City on October 29, 2012 as a “post-tropical 
cyclone”. The Cape May Canal tide gage recorded Sandy water level maximums as the highest on 
record.  The storm surge plus simultaneous spring astronomical tides and wave action resulted in 
severe shoreline erosion on the harbor-side of the city.  The Delaware Avenue project area was 
also impacted by the nor'easter which occurred from January 22 through January 24, 2016.  This 
storm resulted in the highest tide level ever recorded in Cape May Harbor.  The USGS tide gage 
in Cape May Harbor reached +6.6 feet North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD88) on 
January 23, 2016, which was higher than the maximum height recorded during Hurricane Sandy 
(+5.9 feet NAVD88).  Longtime local officials that were present during the nor'easter indicated 
that the waves on the harbor were the highest they had ever witnessed.  The elevated tide levels 
and wave action during the nor'easter resulted in additional erosion along Delaware Avenue which 
continues to threaten the integrity of the sanitary sewer line and the public road.  

 

 
 
Figure 4:  Asphalt patch and emergency rip-rap placement area following Hurricane Sandy. 
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Historically, the erosion that is impacting the shoreline adjacent to Delaware Avenue, has 
been ongoing for the past several decades, leaving behind only small, discontinuous sandy pockets 
of beach.  This shoreline erosion has occurred as a result of the integrated effects of wind waves, 
vessel wakes, and storm surge/flooding.  All of these mechanisms have the ability to erode sand 
from the shoreline and transport it to deeper water.  However, within Cape May Harbor there is no 
natural mechanism or sediment source capable of “rebuilding” the beach, as is common on sandy 
ocean shorelines.  Hence the erosion problem along Delaware Avenue, unless some remediation 
is implemented, will likely continue to undermine the road and threaten the underground sewer 
utility line that runs along the road.   

 

 
Figure 5:  Emergency rip-rap placement area following Hurricane Sandy.   
 

4.0 Alternatives 
 
4.1 No Action 

 
The “no action” alternative would not provide any reduction of erosion risk  to the existing 

shoreline and thus, Delaware Avenue.  Continued bank erosion is expected to continue to present 
a significant risk of erosion and undermining damage to Delaware Avenue and the associated 
sewer utility line from tidal and wave action in the Cape May Harbor during major storm events.  
If erosion of the shoreline directly adjacent to Delaware Avenue is allowed to continue, it has the 
potential to completely undermine the road and render it unusable for local traffic and the delivery 
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of supplies to the USCG Training Station. If the erosion undercuts the foundation of the sewer 
utility line, it will create the potential for a release of raw sewage into Cape May Harbor and the 
loss of sewer utilities for Delaware Avenue and the entire USCG Training Station. 

 
The likelihood of future storms with intensities similar to Sandy and the 2016 nor’easter, 

along with sea level rise, places this section of the City of Cape May at increasing risk for more 
frequent and severe erosion.  It is likely that if nothing is done at this project location, the road 
embankment will continue to erode and the stability of the road will be threatened in the future.  A 
summary of the alternative analysis for this project can be found in Table 1.   

 
4.2 Rip-rap 

 
This alternative involves the placement of rip-rap along the shoreline of the Harbor to 

reduce the risk of further erosion along Delaware Avenue and the sewer line. This risk reduction 
measure would consist of the removal of approximately 8,400 cubic yards (CY) of existing 
rubble (sand, rock, concrete and paving debris) along the shoreline and the placement of 3,000 
CY of R5 rip-rap at a minimum thickness of 24 inches.  The rip-rap would be placed at a slope of 
1.5H:1V and would tie into the waterside edge of the existing road shoulder.  Geotextile would 
be placed on the slope prior to rip-rap placement and would be keyed into the road shoulder.   
The total footprint for the rip-rap alternative is 5,300 square yards (SY).  Once the rip-rap is 
placed, the water ward side of the structure will be backfilled with approximately 5,050 CY of 
beach quality sand.  The sand will be placed from the intersection of the rip-rap and the Mean 
High Water elevation of +1.6 feet NAVD at a slope ranging from 11H:1V to 8H:1V to reduce 
risk to the structure and to promote the growth of emergent wetland vegetation (Figure 5). The 
area would then be planted with approximately 2.0 acres of Spartina alterniflora.  The rip-rap 
placement would extend for 2,200 linear feet from half way between Baltimore Street and 
Brooklyn Avenue to half way between Commanders Way and Buffalo Avenue.  The rip-rap will 
be a contiguous line except for a 200 foot gap around an existing high spit along one section of 
the shoreline.  This spit has not suffered the same historic erosion rates as the rest of Delaware 
Avenue, most likely due to the large trees that are present.  Preservation of these trees was also 
considered as an environmental benefit when determining the design of the rip-rap.   

 
Rip-rap will be obtained from a local quarry.  Sand for backfill will be obtained and trucked 

from one of two existing USACE upland disposal areas that are located along the Cape May Canal 
(Figure 6).  These disposal areas are used for the placement of dredged material that has been 
removed from the Cape May Canal near the Cape May Ferry Terminal or the Cape May Harbor.  
Recent sampling (May 2016) of the existing material in the Cape May Ferry disposal area has 
confirmed that sufficient quantities of sandy material are present for project construction.  This is 
the preferred alternative for the project area.   

 
4.3 Gabion Baskets 

 
This alternative plan consists of the placement of gabion baskets along the shoreline of the 

Harbor to reduce risk of further erosion along Delaware Avenue and the sewer line.  This risk 
reduction measure would consist of the removal of existing rubble along the shoreline and the 
placement of double twisted PVC coated wire mesh gabions (3feetW x 3feetH x 9feetL).  The 
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gabions would be constructed in three levels, stepped back 1 foot per level.  Geotextile would be 
placed on the slope prior to gabion placement and would be keyed into the road shoulder.  A 1 
foot thick layer of #57 stone would also be placed beneath the gabion wall to provide an 
adequate supporting base. The lowest level gabion baskets would be covered with existing beach 
sand upon completion of the entire wall.  The gabion baskets would extend 2,200 linear feet from 
half way between Baltimore Street and Brooklyn Avenue to half way between Commanders 
Way and Buffalo Avenue.  The total footprint for the gabion basket alternative is 5,700 SY.   

 
4.4 Sheet Pile Bulkhead 

 
This alternative consists of the construction of a bulkhead along the shoreline of the 

Harbor to reduce risk of further erosion along Delaware Avenue and the sewer line.  This risk 
reduction measure would consist of the removal of existing rubble along the shoreline and the 
installation of a vinyl sheet pile bulkhead.  The sheet pile would be 20 feet long, with a 15 foot 
minimum embedment depth. It would be constructed 4 feet from the edge of the paved road and 
backfill would be placed between the road and the bulkhead.  The bulkhead would extend 2,200 
linear feet from half way between Baltimore Street and Brooklyn Avenue to half way between 
Commanders Way and Buffalo Avenue. The beach would be regraded to a slope of 20H:1V.  
The construction of a vertical bulkhead with no rip-rap present to dampen wave effects would be 
expected to intensify the erosive forces which are currently acting upon the shoreline.  The 
existing sandy intertidal habitat and wetlands, or any habitat enhanced through sand backfilling, 
would be likely to erode much more significantly under the bulkhead option than the rip-rap 
option. 

 
4.5 Relocate Sewer Utility Line and Road 

 
This alternative consists of the relocation of the road and sewer utility line away from the 

shoreline of Cape May Harbor in order to reduce the risk of further erosion and undermining.  
This alternative consists of removing the existing sewer line and rerouting the new line away to 
an adjoining road further from the erosion area.  This alternative also includes the relocation of 
the road, which would require a real estate acquisition of approximately 12 acres, demolition of 
the existing structures, and construction of the new road.  Due to the densely populated nature of 
the project area, relocation of the road and sewer line would be difficult to achieve.
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Figure 6:  Cross Section of Selected Plan   
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Figure 7:  Proposed Borrow Locations   
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Table 1: Alternatives Analysis 

 Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

 No Action Rip-rap Gabion Baskets Sheet Pile Bulkhead Relocate Sewer Utility Line and 
Road

Benefits 

● No disturbance to 
existing wetlands or other 
vegetation 
 

● Similar footprint to existing 
rubble structure 
● Potential to increase 
wetland acreage 
● Will reduce risk to road and 
sewer line from further 
erosion  
● Low cost 

 
● Potential to increase 
wetland acreage 
● Will reduce risk to road 
and sewer line from 
further erosion  
 

● Will reduce risk to the road 
and sewer line from further 
erosion   
 
 

● Reduce risk of additional damage to 
the road and existing sewer line    
  
 
 

Potential 
issues 

● Shoreline continues to 
erode and undermine the 
road and sewer line.  
● Eventual road failure, 
sewer line failure, and 
release of raw sewage into 
Cape May Harbor 
● Public safety issue 
● Loss of access to USCG 
and surrounding homes 

● Real estate easements 
needed from local landowners 
 
  

● Real estate easements 
needed from local 
landowners.   
● Larger footprint than rip 
rap alternative 
● High cost 

● Real estate easements needed 
from local landowners  
● Potential to increase erosion 
at base of structure 
● May have significant impact 
on existing wetlands over time 
● High cost 

 
● Real estate purchase and easements 
needed from local landowners  
● Finding new location for road and 
sewer line in densely populated area  
 

Wetland 
impacts 

0 
Temporary impact of 
approximately 0.1 acres of 
intertidal wetlands 

Temporary impact of 
approximately 0.1 acres of 
intertidal wetlands 

Potential loss of approximately 
0.4 acres of wetlands due to 
erosion at base of bulkhead 

0 

Construction 
Cost 

No cost Low Medium Medium 
High (Road relocation included as 
worst case scenario) 
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5.0 Existing Environment 
 

5.1 Air Quality 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) adopts National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) for the common air pollutants, and the states have the primary 
responsibility to attain and maintain those standards.  Through the State Implementation Plan 
(SIP), the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) manages and monitors 
air quality in the state.   

 
The Clean Air Act requires that all areas of the country be evaluated and then classified as 

attainment or non-attainment areas for each of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards.  
Cape May County, New Jersey is within the Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantic City Non-
attainment Area.  As such, emissions from the Delaware Avenue Shoreline Erosion project must 
be below 100 tons of NOx and 50 tons of VOC per year.  An Air Quality Conformity 
Determination was completed and can be found in Appendix B.   

 
EPA is also active in addressing emissions related to greenhouse gases and their effect on 

the environment and climate change.  Greenhouse gases include carbon dioxide, methane, 
nitrous oxide and fluorinated gases.  In 2013, carbon dioxide accounted for 82% of the US 
greenhouse gas emissions.  Carbon dioxide enters the atmosphere through burning fossil fuels 
(coal, natural gas and oil), solid waste, trees and wood products, and also as a result of certain 
chemical reactions (e.g., manufacture of cement).  Carbon dioxide is removed from the 
atmosphere when it is absorbed by plants as part of the biological carbon cycle. 

 

5.2 Terrestrial  

While native vegetation is practically non-existent in most of Cape May due to extensive 
development in the area, the Cape May Peninsula is a geographic merging point for many 
northern and southern plant species.  An example of this is that both the northern bayberry and 
southern wax myrtle can be found growing within parts of Cape May and the surrounding area.   

 
Vegetation that is present in and around the project area includes understory species and 

species associated with scrub shrub habitats along the edge of the project area include sumac 
(Rhus sp.), poison ivy (Rhus radicans), briers (Smilax sp.), rose (Rosa sp.), marsh elder (Iva 
frutescens), bayberry (Myrica pensylvanica), wax-myrtle (Myrica cerifera), seaside goldenrod 
(Solidago sempervirens), sheep sorrel (Rumex acetosella), sweet everlasting (Gnaphalium 
obtusifolium), purple vetch (Vicia americana), Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica), 
tearthumb (Polygonum arifolium), Queen Anne’s lace (Daucus carota) and common reed 
(Phragmites australis). 

 

5.3 Wetlands 

Wetlands play a vital role in the overall well-being of coastal ecosystems.  Many 
threatened and endangered species rely on wetlands, and nearly half use wetlands at some point 
in their lives.  Many other plants and animals depend on wetlands for survival.  Wetlands provide 
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a nursery habitat for many commercially and recreationally important fish species that are 
harvested outside the wetland.  Wetlands also play an important role in flood protection.  The 
roots of wetland plants help bind the shoreline together, resisting erosion by wind and waves and 
providing a physical barrier that slows down storm surges and tidal waves, thereby reducing their 
height and destructive power.   

 
Within the immediate project area, there are approximately 0.4 acres of vegetated intertidal 

emergent wetlands.  The wetlands are patchy in distribution and composed primarily of Spartina 
alternaflora with fringes of Phragmities australis.  The wetlands within the project area are 
generally located between an elevation of -3.0 and +3.0 feet NAVD88. 

 

5.4 Intertidal Zone 

The intertidal zone consists of shifting sand and pounding surf, creating a habitat which is 
inhabited by a specialized fauna.  The beach fauna forms an extensive food-filtering system 
which removes detritus, dissolved materials, plankton, and larger organisms from in-rushing 
water.  The organisms inhabiting the beach intertidal zone have evolved special locomotory, 
respiratory, and morphological adaptations which enable them to survive in this extreme habitat.  
Organisms of this zone are agile, mobile, and capable of resisting long periods of environmental 
stress.  Most are excellent and rapid burrowers.  This zone contains a mixture of herbivores, 
primary carnivores, and some high order carnivores such as the mole crab (Emerita sp.).   

 

5.5 Fisheries 

Species known to utilize estuaries along the Atlantic Coast of New Jersey include summer 
flounder (Paralichtys dentatus), sea bass (Centropristis striata), striped bass (Morone saxatilis), 
bluefish (Pomatomus saltatrix), winter flounder (Pseudopleuronectes americanus), tautog 
(Tautoga onitiss), weakfish (Cynoscion regalis), scup (Stenotomus chrysops), white perch 
(Morone americana), and Atlantic menhaden (Brevoortia tyrannus).  In a study conducted at 
nearby Peck Beach (30 miles to the northeast), 178 species of saltwater fishes were recorded.  Of 
these, 156 were from the nearshore waters.  Of the 124 species recorded in nearby Great Egg 
Harbor Inlet, 28 are found in large number in offshore waters.  North of the study area, 87 
species were found in the near shore ocean, bay and inlets adjacent to Peck Beach.  Of these, 46 
were located in the near shore waters. Sixty-two species were identified in Great Egg Harbor 
Inlet. 

 
For 2012, it was estimated that the total economic impact of recreational fishing in New 

Jersey totaled over $1.1 billion (NMFS 2014).  Fourteen recreational species of interest were 
identified by the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP), including; scup, 
black sea bass, summer flounder (Paralichtys dentatus), weakfish (Cynoscion regalis), bluefish, 
striped bass, red hake (Urophycis chuss), silver hake (Merluccius bilinearis), Atlantic mackerel 
(Scomber scombrus), Atlantic croaker (Micropogonias undulatus), winter flounder, cunner 
(Tautogolabrus adspersus), Atlantic cod (Gadus morhua), and tautog.  

 
Fifteen commercial species of fish generated over $1 million of revenue each in 2014 

(NOAA 2015).  In total, commercial landings in New Jersey were valued at $151,930,102 in 



 

13 
 

2014.  Some of the highest grossing species include sea scallop (Placopecten magellanicus), 
Atlantic surf clam (Spisula solidissima), blue crab (Callinectes sapidus), longfin squid 
(Doryteuthis pealeii), skates, menhaden (Brevoortia tyrannus), summer flounder, scup, and black 
sea bass.   

5.5.1 Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) 

Under provisions of the reauthorized Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act of 1996, portions of the project area were designated as Essential Fish Habitat 
(EFH) for species with Fishery Management Plans (FMPs), and their important prey species.  
The National Marine Fisheries Service has identified EFH within 10 minute X 10 minute squares 
and for New Jersey Inland Bays.  The study areas contain EFH for various life stages for 24 
species of managed fish and shellfish.  Table 2 presents the managed species and their life stage 
that EFH is identified for within the corresponding 10 X 10 minute square and the corresponding 
inland bay that cover the study area.   

Table 2: Summary of Species with EFH Designation in the Project Area 

SUMMARY OF SPECIES WITH EFH DESIGNATION IN THE PROJECT AREA 
MANAGED SPECIES EGGS LARVAE JUVENILES ADULTS 
Atlantic cod (Gadus morhua)    X 
Red hake (Urophycis chuss) X X X  
Winter flounder (Pleuronectes americanus) X X X X 
Windowpane flounder (Scopthalmus aquosus) X X X X 
Atlantic sea herring (Clupea harengus)   X X 
Monkfish (Lophius americanus) X X   
Bluefish (Pomatomus saltatrix)   X X 
Atlantic butterfish  (Peprilus tricanthus)  X X X 
Summer flounder (Paralicthys dentatus)  X X X 
Scup (Stenotomus chrysops) n/a n/a X X 
Black sea bass (Centropristus striata) n/a  X X 
King mackerel (Scomberomorus cavalla) X X X X 
Spanish mackerel (Scomberomorus maculatus) X X X X 
Cobia (Rachycentron canadum) X X X X 
Sand tiger shark (Odontaspis taurus)*  X  X 
Atlantic angel shark (Squatina dumerili)  X X X 
Atl. sharpnose shark (Rhizopriondon terraenovae)    X 
Dusky shark (Charcharinus obscurus)  X   
Sandbar shark (Charcharinus plumbeus)  X X X 
Sandbar shark (Charcharinus plumbeus)  HAPC HAPC HAPC 
Tiger shark (Galeocerdo cuvieri)  X   
Scalloped hammerhead shark (Sphyrna lewini)   X  
Clearnose skate (Raja eglanteria)   X X 
Little skate (Leucoraja erinacea)   X  
Winter skate (Leucoraja ocellata)   X  
*Candidate species for listing under the endangered Species Act 
Square Description:  This square is bounded on the north and east at 39 00.0’ N, 74 50.0’ W and south and West at 38 50.0’ 
N, 75 00.0’ W.  Waters within the Atlantic Ocean surrounding  Cape May, NJ, from east of Wildwood Crest, NJ, south around 
the tip past Cape May Inlet, Sewell Pt., Cape May, NJ, Cape May Pt., Cape May Canal, up to just north of North Cape May, NJ.  
The waters within this square affect the New Jersey Inland Bay estuary and the following as well: Overfalls Shoal, Eph Shoal, 
McCrie Shoal, Prissy Wicks Shoal, Middle Shoal, North Shoal, Cape May Channel, Bay Shore Channel, Cape May Harbor, 
Skunk Sound, Cape Island Creek, Middle Thorofare, Jarvis Sound, Jones Creek, Swain Channel, Taylor Sound, Sunset Lake, and 
Richardson Channel.  The waters on the northwest corner of the square, just south and just west of the tip of the cape, are found 
within the salt water salinity zone of the Delaware Bay Estuary.



 

14 
 

5.6 Threatened and Endangered Species 

The federally-listed (threatened) and state-listed (endangered) piping plover (Charadrius 
melodus) can be found nesting along coastal beaches near the study area.  Birds have been 
nesting on a fairly regular basis in Cape May City since 1997 and along the Coast Guard beaches 
since at least 1988.  The project area itself does not support suitable piping plover nesting 
habitat.  Piping plovers nest above the high tide line on mainland coastal beaches, sand flats, and 
barrier island coastal beaches.  Nesting sites are typically located on gently sloping foredunes, 
blowout areas behind primary dunes, washover areas cut into or between dunes, ends of sand 
spits, and on sites with deposits of suitable dredged or pumped sand.  The nesting season usually 
begins in March when the birds arrive and can extend as late as the end of August.  Shortly after 
hatching, the young leave the nest and begin foraging within the intertidal zone.   

 
Food for adult plover and chicks consists of invertebrates such as marine worms, fly 

larvae, beetles, crustaceans, or mollusks.  Feeding areas include intertidal portions of ocean 
beaches, ocean washover areas, mudflats, sandflats, wrack lines (organic material left behind by 
high tide), shorelines of coastal ponds, lagoons, and salt marshes. 

 
The seabeach amaranth (Amaranthus pumilus) is a Federally-listed threatened plant.  The 

seabeach amaranth is an annual plant, endemic to Atlantic coastal plain beaches, and primarily 
occurs on overwash flats at the accreting ends of barrier beach islands and lower foredunes of 
non-eroding beaches.  The species occasionally establishes small temporary populations in other 
areas, including bayside beaches, blowouts in foredunes, and sand and shell material placed as 
beachfill.  Although the project area does not support seabeach amaranth habitat, the species has 
recently naturally recolonized coastal sites within Northern New Jersey, New York and 
Maryland.  

 
The red knot (Calidris canutus rufa) is a Federally-listed threatened species.  Red knots 

may be present in and around the Cape May area during spring and fall migration.  Some birds 
may also be found lingering in the area through the early winter.  The red knot’s spring migration 
to this area is timed with the release of horseshoe crab eggs.  This generally abundant food 
supply helps the red knot to increase its body weight enough to be able to continue its migration 
to the red knot’s arctic breeding grounds.   

 
On January 13, 2016, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service listed the northern long-eared bat 

(Myotis septentrionalis) as threatened under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).  In an effort to 
conserve the northern long-eared bat, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is using flexibilities 
under section 4(d) of the ESA to tailor protections to areas affected by white-nose syndrome 
during the bat’s most sensitive life stages. The rule is designed to protect the bat while 
minimizing regulatory requirements for landowners, land managers, government agencies and 
others within the species’ range.  In areas of the country impacted by white-nose syndrome, 
incidental take is prohibited if it occurs within a hibernation site for the northern long-eared bat.  
It is also prohibited if it results from tree removal activities within a quarter-mile of a 
hibernaculum or from activities that cut down or destroy known occupied maternity roost trees, 
or any other trees within 150 feet of that maternity roost tree, during the pup-rearing season 
(June 1 through July 31). Occupied roost trees may be removed when necessary to address a 
direct threat to human life and property.  In other cases, a permit for incidental take may be 



 

15 
 

needed.  Intentionally harming, harassing or killing the northern long-eared bat is prohibited 
throughout the species’ range, except for removal of northern long-eared bats from human 
structures, and when necessary to protect human health and safety. 

 
The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has jurisdiction over four (4) Federally-

designated sea turtles: the endangered leatherback (Dermochelys coriacea), Kemp's Ridley 
(Lepidochelys kempii), and green (Chelonia mydas) sea turtles, and the threatened loggerhead 
(Caretta caretta) sea turtle.  These sea turtles may be found in New Jersey's continental shelf 
waters, inshore bays and estuaries from late spring to mid-fall.  Sea turtles feed primarily on 
mollusks, crustaceans, sponges and a variety of marine grasses and seaweeds.  The endangered 
leatherback sea turtle may forage on jellyfish, as well.  The northern diamondback terrapin 
(Malaclemys terrapin terrapin) is a Federal Category 2 candidate species that occupies shallow 
bay waters, and nests on the sandy portions of bay islands as well as the barrier islands 
themselves.  The diamondback terrapin is considered a candidate species, as its nesting habitat is 
dwindling.   

 
Federally endangered finback whales (Balaenoptera physalus) are the most common 

whales to occur in New Jersey coastal waters.  Finback whales increase in relative abundance in 
late winter and spring, east of the Delaware peninsula, but may be found in New Jersey coastal 
waters in all seasons.  The endangered humpback (Megaptera novaeangliae) and right whales 
(Eubalaena spp.) are known to occur in the nearshore waters of the mid-Atlantic on a seasonal 
basis, and may be found in the open ocean offshore of Cape May from late winter through early 
spring. 

 
The adult and subadult life stages of the federally-listed endangered Atlantic sturgeon 

(Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) are known to travel within the marine environment, typically 
in waters less than 50 meters in depth, including coastal bays, sounds and ocean waters (NMFS 
2014).  Atlantic sturgeon prey on a variety of benthic invertebrates found in the marine 
environment. 

 

5.7 Cultural Resources 

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) includes entire construction limits-of-disturbance, as 
well as the selected sand source and debris disposal areas.  All of these areas are within the Cape 
May Historic District, which is a National Historic Landmark (NHL) and also listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).   
 

Historic maps show that the existing landform to have been reclaimed coastal wetlands 
built off of the Poverty Beach and Sewell Point barrier spit.  The widening of Poverty Beach 
involved the filling of Cape Island Sound and the creation of Cape May Harbor from the salt 
marsh in the early 20th century (Figure 7).  Due to this being a filled land, there is a low 
probability for impacting intact archaeological deposits potentially eligible for listing in the 
NRHP.   

 
 



 

16 
 

 
Figure 8 – 1925 Topographic Map of Cape May at Poverty Beach 

 
 

Riprap will be obtained from an existing local quarry facility.  Sand for backfill will be 
obtained and trucked from one of two existing USACE upland disposal facilities located along 
the Cape May Canal.   

 

5.8 Recreation 

Recreation services provided by coastal communities are a major draw of tourism along 
the New Jersey Coast, which is a vital part of the State’s economy.  The city of Cape May and 
the surrounding area offers numerous recreational opportunities.  The ocean side offers residents 
and visitors boating and beach activities such as swimming, surfing, surf fishing, sunbathing, and 
many other beach activities.  The nearshore and offshore area offers activities such as fishing, 
boating, wave runners, kayaking, parasailing, and paddle boarding.   
 

Cape May is also a well-known stopover for migrating birds and it plays a critical role 
within the Atlantic Flyway.  The area provides crucial seasonal, migratory, overwintering, and 
year-round habitat for a variety of waterfowl, shorebirds, songbirds and raptors, making birding 
an important year-round recreational activity.   
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5.9 Noise 

Sensitivity to ambient noise levels differs among land use types.  For example, residential 
areas, libraries, schools, and churches are generally more sensitive to noise than commercial and 
industrial land uses.  The majority of land use around Cape May Harbor in the vicinity of the 
project is residential and light commercial, which generally have a higher sensitivity to ambient 
noise levels.   
 

In addition to normal vehicular traffic on Delaware Avenue and the surrounding roads, 
the area is also subject to the noise from larger delivery vehicles accessing the Coast Guard 
property.  Additional noise from the harbor area would include that from various sized boats and 
personal watercraft such as wave runners.  Hence, the existing noise level from traffic and other 
noise in the project area is moderate to low. 
 

5.10 Hazardous, Toxic and Radioactive Waste (HTRW) 

A review of the SHWS list (known contaminated sites in New Jersey) was provided by 
Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR).  This review, dated 11/24/2015, has revealed that 
there are 14 SHWS sites, excluding the target property (project area), within approximately 1 
mile of the target property (Table 3). 

Table 3: SHWS contaminated sites within 1 mile of project area 

Site Address Status Incident Type Distance 
1636 Delaware 
Avenue, Cape 
May 

1636 Delaware Ave Intermittent- 
Incident 
Reported 
11/01/2012 

Spill (Incident Source: 
City of Cape May 
Water & Sewer)* 

Target 
Property 

Yacht Harbor 
Marine LLC 

1505 Yacht Ave Closed Wetlands/Stream 
Encroach 

0.562 mi. 

Island Creek 
Towers 
Condominium 
Assoc. 

1488 Washington 
Street 

Closed NA 0.602 mi. 

Cape May Riggins 1381 Washington 
Street 

Closed NA 0.603 mi. 

1257 Cape May 
Avenue 

1257 Cape May 
Ave 

Closed Under Ground Storage 
Tank (Resident) 

0.625 mi. 

USCG Training 
Center, Cape May  

1 Munro Ave Closed Spill 0.628 mi. 

1238 Wilson 
Drive 

1238 Wilson Dr Closed Under Ground Storage 
Tank 

0.705 mi. 

Rosemans 
Boatyard 

5 Rosemans Street Closed NA 0.727 mi. 

Cape May Marine 12 Falcon Ridge Closed NA 0.734 mi. 
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Canyon Club 
Resort Marina  

900 Ocean Dr Closed 10 Tanks, varying 
contents 

0.775 mi.  

956 Ocean Drive 956 Ocean Dr Closed NA 0.843 mi. 
1134 Lafayette 
Street 

1134 Lafayette 
Street 

Closed  NA 0.867 mi.  

1101 Washington 
Street 

1101 Washington 
Street 

Closed NA 0.905 mi.  

Shinnecock 2 906 Schellengers 
Lane 

Pending Fish and Wildlife 0.586 mi.  

Cape May Exxon 1149 RT 109 Open 4 Tanks (unleaded 
gasoline) 

0.627 mi.  

*This incident is listed under the target property; however, it lists the incident location as 643 
Washington St, Cape May, NJ 08204. 
 

5.11 Socio-economics 

The study area is located in the resort community of Cape May City in Cape May 
County, New Jersey.  The proposed plan of improving the rip-rap wall will help to reduce risk to 
an existing road and sewer line from further erosion located near the U.S. Coast Guard Training 
Center facility. Currently over 350 military and civilian personnel and their dependents are 
attached to the Training Center in Cape May City.  
 

Within the USACE – Philadelphia District boundaries, Cape May County is one of the 
four counties including Atlantic, Ocean, and Monmouth counties located along the New Jersey 
coast.  Cape May County is surrounded by the Atlantic Ocean on the east and south, borders the 
Delaware Bay on the west, and Atlantic County on the north.  The county covers 454 square 
miles, with almost 60% consisting of usable land area and the remainder being marshes and 
flood plains.  Two main transportation arteries in the county are the Garden State Parkway and 
US Route 9.  Other major nearby roads which allow residents and visitors to access the area 
include State Routes 47 and 50, the Black and White Horse Pikes, and the Atlantic City 
Expressway. 
 

As of the 2010 Census, there were 4,034 people in the permanent year-round population 
in Cape May City.  Summer population increases substantially with the influx of visitors and 
second home usage in the town. The median income to a household in Cape May City was 
$33,452 in the 2010 Census, and the median income for a family was $46,250. 
 

The tourism industry is one of the most important industries in Cape May City. Tourism 
generates approximately one out of every three jobs.  The economy of Cape May City and 
adjacent coastal communities relies to some extent on a transient workforce to supply tourism 
industry employees, especially in the summer.  Each summer tourists flock to Cape May City’s 
beach, promenade, and restaurants for day trips and extended vacations.  Cape May City and 
Cape May Point State Park (just south of the town) serve as a popular birding destination for 
tourists seeking to catch a glimpse of the migratory birds that stop along the shoreline.  Birding 
as a tourism experience is year-round. 
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6.0 Environmental Impacts 
 

As discussed previously, the preferred alternative for this project consists of the placement 
of rip-rap along the shoreline of the Harbor to reduce the risk of further erosion along Delaware 
Avenue and the sewer line. This risk reduction measure would consist of the removal of 
approximately 8,400 CY of existing rubble (sand, rock, concrete and paving debris) along the 
shoreline and the placement of R5 rip-rap at a minimum thickness of 24 inches.  The rip-rap 
would be placed at a slope of 1.5H:1V and would tie into the waterside edge of the existing road 
shoulder.  Geotextile would be placed on the slope prior to rip-rap placement and would be 
keyed into the road shoulder.   The total footprint for the rip-rap alternative is 5,300 SY.  Once 
the rip-rap is placed, the water ward side of the structure will be backfilled with approximately 
5,050 CY of beach quality sand.  The sand will be placed from the intersection of the rip-rap and 
the Mean High Water elevation of +1.6 feet NAVD88 at a slope ranging from 11H:1V to 8H:1V 
to reduce risk to the structure and to promote the growth of emergent wetland vegetation (See 
Figure 5). The area would then be planted with approximately 2.0 acres of Spartina alterniflora.  
The rip-rap placement would extend for 2,000 linear feet from half way between Baltimore 
Street and Brooklyn Avenue to half way between Commanders Way and Buffalo Avenue.  The 
rip-rap will be a contiguous line except for a 200 foot gap around an existing high spit along one 
section of the shoreline.  The expected environmental impacts associated with this alternative are 
presented below. 

 

6.1 Air Quality 

Construction of the shoreline stabilization project would cause temporary reduction of 
local ambient air quality due to fugitive dust and emissions generated by construction equipment.  
These temporary reductions in air quality would not have a significant impact on the long term 
air quality of the surrounding area.   

The 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments include the provision of Federal Conformity, which 
is a regulation that ensures that Federal Actions conform to a nonattainment area’s State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) thus not adversely impacting the area’s progress toward attaining the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  In the case of the Delaware Avenue project, 
the Federal Action is to reduce risk to an eroding shoreline.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Philadelphia District would be responsible for construction.  Cape May, New Jersey within 
which the Federal Action will take place is classified as nonattainment for ozone (oxides of 
nitrogen [NOx] and volatile organic compounds [VOCs]). The Delaware Avenue project site is 
within the Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantic City Nonattainment Area (PA-NJ-DE-MD).  

There are two types of Federal Conformity: Transportation Conformity and General 
Conformity (GC).  Transportation Conformity does not apply to this project because the project 
is not funded by the Federal Highway Administration and it does not impact the on-road 
transportation system.  However, GC is applicable to this project.  Therefore, the total direct and 
indirect emissions associated with the Delaware Avenue project construction must be compared 
to the GC trigger levels presented below.  
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Pollutant 
General Conformity Trigger 

Levels  
(tons per year)

NOx 100 

VOCs 50 

 
To conduct a general conformity review and emission inventory for the Delaware Avenue 

project, a list of equipment necessary for construction was identified.  Table 1 (Appendix B) lists 
these pieces of equipment along with the number of engines, engine size (hp), and duration of 
operation.  Once the hp-hrs are generated, load factor (LF) is assigned to the equipment, which 
provides an average of the degree of how hard the equipment is operating (e.g. full power or half 
power).  Once the hp-hrs are adjusted based on load factor, they are multiplied by the emissions 
factor, which is an estimate of the amount of emissions produced per hp-hr (an example would 
be grams of NOx per hp-hr).  The value is then converted into tons of the constituent emitted.  
Indirect emissions for this project are typically computed by estimating the work crew travel 
trips to the work site and back during the construction period with an estimate of the emissions 
produced by this activity.   

 
The total estimated emissions that would result from construction of the shoreline 

stabilization project is 8.65 tons of NOx, 1.35 tons of VOCs.  Construction of the project will be 
completed in approximately 6 months.  These emissions are below the de minimis thresholds of 
100 tons of NOx and 50 tons of VOCs per year.  General Conformity under the Clean Air Act, 
Section 176 has been evaluated for the project according to the requirements of 40 CFR 93, 
Subpart B.  The requirements of this rule are not applicable to this project because the total direct 
and indirect emissions from the project are below the conformity threshold values established at 
40 CFR 93.153 (b) for ozone (NOx) and VOCs in a Nonattainment Area (100 tons and 50 tons of 
each pollutant per year).  The project is not considered regionally significant under 40 CFR 
93.153 (i).  A statement of conformity is provided in Section 10 of this EA. 

 
The project would also cause short-term temporary increase in greenhouse gas emissions 

during construction activities.  These emissions would most likely be in the form of carbon 
dioxide due to the burning of fossil fuels in construction equipment.  Due to the small size of the 
project and short duration of construction activities, greenhouse gas emissions related to this 
project are expected to be minimal and have no significant effect on climate change.  The project 
is designed to help the shoreline better withstand climate changes and sea level rise through the 
stabilization of the shoreline and the creation of additional wetlands.   The planting of an 
additional 1.7 acres of emergent wetlands within the project area will help combat greenhouse 
gas emissions through the absorption of carbon dioxide.   

 

6.2 Water Quality 

Implementation of this project would result in minor short-term adverse impacts to water 
quality in the immediate vicinity of the work.  All necessary best management practices will be 
used during construction.  A majority of the construction activities will take place above the 
MLW line.  Turbidity associated with excavation within the intertidal zone will be minimal and 
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localized due to the sandy nature of the material to be excavated. The proposed project will not 
have any long-term adverse impacts on the water quality of Cape May Harbor.  By stabilizing 
the bank and reducing the risk of further erosion along this section of shoreline, the long-term 
impacts will be minimal and possibly even positive in nature.  A sediment and erosion control 
plan will be obtained by the contractor and followed during construction of this project to 
minimize impacts to the surrounding bodies of water. 

 

6.3 Wetlands 

Construction of this project will result in a temporary impact to approximately 0.1 acres of 
intertidal emergent wetlands.  These wetlands will be impacted through the excavation required 
to place the geotextile fabric and toe of the rip-rap.  Following the excavation, the area will be 
backfilled with sand between an elevation of -3.0 to +1.6’ NAVD88 and on a slope ranging from 
11:1 to 8:1.  The newly placed sand will then be planted with approximately 2.0 acres of 
Spartina alterniflora.  This elevation falls within the current growing range of the existing 
wetland vegetation so it is anticipated that the vegetation will establish quickly.  In addition, 
since backfill will also be placed in areas where there is currently no wetland vegetation, this 
project will result in an increase of approximately 2.0 acres of emergent wetlands.  The 
additional sand and wetland vegetation in front of the rip-rap will provide additional erosion risk 
reduction to the shoreline by helping to reduce the wave action reaching the rip-rap.    

 

6.4 Fisheries 

Most of the finfish found within the project area are highly mobile, and are capable of 
avoiding the area of construction.  Little impact to fish eggs and larvae are expected because 
these life stages are widespread throughout the Middle Atlantic Bight, and not particularly 
concentrated in the intertidal zone of the project area.   

 
The primary impact to fisheries will be felt from the disturbance of benthic and epibenthic 

communities.  The loss of benthos and epibenthos from the excavation or burial during 
construction may temporarily disrupt the food chain in the impact area.  This effect is expected 
to be temporary due to the small size of the impact area and the fact that the area will rapidly be 
recolonized by pioneering benthic and epibenthic species.  

 

6.4.1 Essential Fish Habitat 

As discussed previously, there are a number of Federally managed fish species where 
essential fish habitat (EFH) was identified for one or more life stages within the project area.  
Fish occupation of waters within the project area is highly variable spatially and temporally.  
Some of the species are strictly offshore, while others may occupy both nearshore and offshore 
waters.  In addition, some species may be suited for the open-ocean or pelagic waters, while 
others may be more oriented to bottom or demersal waters.  This can also vary between life 
stages of Federally managed species.  Also, seasonal abundances are highly variable, as many 
species are highly migratory. 

 
In general, adverse impacts to Federally managed fish species may stem from alterations of 

the bottom habitat, due to the placement of rip-rap and sand in the intertidal zone.  EFH can be 
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adversely impacted temporarily through water quality impacts such as increased turbidity in the 
immediate vicinity of the construction.  These impacts would subside upon cessation of 
construction activities.  More long-term impacts to EFH involve physical changes to the bottom 
habitat, as there will be a slight reduction in rocky intertidal habitat that will be replaced by 
sandy intertidal emergent wetlands.  The wetland plants in the intertidal zone, however, will 
provide important cover for larval and juvenile life stages of various fish in the area.  

 
Of the 24 species identified with Fishery Management Plans, the proposed project may 

have temporary impacts on habitat for the juvenile and adult stages of some flounder species and 
possibly juvenile skate species.  This is attributable to the benthic or demersal nature of these 
species and their affected life stages.  However, the effect on benthic food-prey organisms 
present in the impact area is considered to be temporary as benthic studies have demonstrated 
recolonization following intertidal disturbance within a few months.  Bottom habitat at the toe of 
the rip-rap will be temporarily impacted as the shoreline is displaced into the harbor by the sand 
placement.  The small size of the project and its location within the intertidal zone indicates that 
any impacts to EFH species would be extremely minor and temporary.   

 
The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) notified the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers, via letter dated  October 27, 2015, that areas south of latitude 39° 22’ N no longer 
support populations of Winter Flounder (Pseudopleuronectes americanus).  This determination, 
supported by several years of trawling data, is part of New England Fishery Management 
Councils Ominbus Habitat Amendment 2.  The amendment to the fisheries management plan is 
being evaluated by NMFS through NEPA and is anticipated to be completed in the spring of 
2016.  In the interim, NMFS has advised this office that areas south of latitude 39° 22’ N 
(Absecon Inlet), while still considered capable of supporting Winter Flounder, do not require 
conservation measures due to the absence of the species. 

 

6.5 Wildlife Resources 

No long-term impacts to the wildlife resources in the project area are anticipated as a result 
of this project.  Concurrence on this determination was received from the USFWS in a letter 
dated May 6, 2016 which has been appended with this document.  There will be some noise and 
general disturbances along the shoreline as a result of construction activities, but these will be 
minor and temporary in nature and it is anticipated that wildlife species in the area will move 
away from the active construction zone.  

 

6.6 Threatened and Endangered Species 

This project is expected to have no effect on any threatened or endangered species.  Piping 
plovers and seabeach amaranth habitat is generally confined to coastal beaches and sandy spits 
subject to coastal wave action and would not be found within the project area.  Although the 
project area is within the geographic range of the red knot, the red knot is primarily found on 
coastal beaches during their fall migration and bay beaches subject to horseshoe crab spawning 
in the spring and are not expected to be found in the project area.  Since all water-based work 
will occur in the shallow intertidal zone, effects to the marine environment are limited to minor 
and localized increases in suspended sediments during construction due to substrate disturbance.  
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Due to the location of this work in an area where sea turtles, whales and Atlantic sturgeon are not 
likely to occur, no effects to these species, or their prey, is anticipated.  Since no trees will be 
removed during construction activities, there will be no impacts to the northern long-eared bat. 

 

6.7 Cultural Resources 

 
The Federal undertaking is within the boundaries of the Cape May Historic District, a 

NRHP listed property and a National Historic Landmark; however, the proposed project is of 
such limited nature and scope it will not adversely affect any element, structural or visual, that 
contributes to the Cape May Historic District’s integrity and significance. 

 
The excavation of sediments in preparation of the installation of riprap will be conducted 

on reclaimed land.  Little likelihood exists for the proposed project to impact archaeological 
resources potentially eligible for the NRHP.  No further cultural resources investigations are 
recommended.  The NJ SPHO agreed with this determination in a letter dated July 27, 2016 
which has been appended with this document.  

 

6.8 Recreation 

As previously discussed, the coastal communities of New Jersey provide a wide variety of 
recreational activities that play a vital role in the State’s economy.  The NJ Audubon Society’s 
Nature Center of Cape May is located immediately adjacent to the project area along Delaware 
Avenue.  The Nature Center utilizes the sandy beach areas along Delaware Avenue and Cape 
May Harbor for many of their educational programs.  Access to these areas from Delaware 
Avenue will be temporarily unavailable during the actual construction activities but all existing 
access points will be available for public use following construction.  No other recreational 
opportunities will be significantly impacted by the proposed project. 

 

6.9 Noise 

Temporary impacts due to increased construction noise may be experienced by nearby 
homeowners during the project construction.  Construction activities will require the use of 
heavy construction equipment including but not limited to excavators, loaders, and dump trucks.  
An increase in road traffic and possibly traffic interruption can also be anticipated.  Construction 
activities are temporary in nature and would last for approximately 6 months.  Under normal 
circumstances, noise will only be generated Monday through Friday during normal working 
hours.  There will be no long-term adverse noise impacts associated with the proposed completed 
project. 

 

6.10 Cumulative 

We do not anticipate that reducing the risk of erosion for approximately 2200 feet of 
shoreline within Cape May Harbor will have any long-term negative cumulative effects on the 
harbor or the surrounding area.  The addition of approximately 2.0 acres of intertidal wetlands is 
expected to provide a positive benefit to the local ecosystem.   
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6.11 Socio-economics 

The erosion risk reduction measures for the road and sewer line will have a positive socio-
economic impact by allowing the road to remain in use and maintaining the sewer line in its 
current location. 
 

7.0 Environmental Justice 

In accordance with Executive Order (Environmental Justice in Minority Populations) 
12989 dated February 11, 1994, a review was conducted of the populations within the affected 
area.  The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency definition for Environmental Justice is: “the 
fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national origin, 
or income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental 
laws, regulations, and policies.”  Based on a review of recent census data of the affected area, the 
affected area is not composed disproportionately of minority or low income populations and no 
impacts are expected to occur to any minority of low-income communities in the area (Cape May 
County New Jersey QuickFacts from the US Census Bureau). 

 
8.0 Relationship of Selected Plan to Environmental Requirements, 

Protection Statutes, and Other Requirements 
 
Compliance with environmental quality protection statutes and other environmental review 

requirements is ongoing with the circulation of this Environmental Assessment.  Table 4 
provides a listing of compliance with environmental statutes.  A Section 404(b)(1) analysis of the 
Clean Water Act, as amended (Public Law 92-500), was completed for this project based and 
included in this document. 

 

Table 4:  Compliance with Appropriate Environmental Quality Protection Statutes and 
other Environmental Review Requirements. 

 
STATUTE COMPLIANCE STATUS  
 
Clean Water Act Partial 
 
Coastal Zone Management Act Partial 
 
Endangered Species Act Full 
 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Full 
 
National Historic Preservation Act Full 

National Environmental Policy Act Partial 

Clean Air Act Partial 

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act 

Partial 

EO 13112 Invasive Species Full 

EO 11990 Protection of Wetlands Full 
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NOTE: 
 Full Compliance:  Having met all requirements of the statute, E.O., or other environmental requirements for the current stage of 
planning. 
 Partial Compliance: Some requirements of the statute, E.O., or other policy and related regulations remain to be   met. 
*All applicable laws and regulations will be fully complied with upon completion of the environmental review, obtaining state 
water quality certification, coastal zone consistency determination, and concurrence with our determination on cultural resources. 
Noncompliance: None of the requirements of the statute, E.O., or other policy and related regulations remain to be met. 
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10.0 Clean Air Act Statement of Conformity 

 
 CLEAN AIR ACT STATEMENT OF CONFORMITY 
 DELAWARE AVENUE SHORELINE EROSION PROTECTION OF PUBLIC WORKS
 CAPE MAY, NEW JERSEY 
 
 
 

Based on the conformity analysis in the EA and Appendix A, I have determined that the 
proposed action conforms to the applicable State Implementation Plan (SIP).  General 
Conformity under the Clean Air Act, Section 176 has been evaluated for the project according to 
the requirements of 40 CFR 93, Subpart B.  The requirements of this rule are not applicable to 
this project because the total emissions from the project are below the conformity threshold 
values established at 40 CFR 93.153(b) for ozone (NOx and VOCs) in a marginal nonattainment 
area (100 tons of NOx and 50 tons of VOCs per year). 
 
 
 
                                                                                                           
Michael A. Bliss, P.E.              Date 
Lieutenant Colonel, Corps of Engineers 
District Commander 
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APPENDIX A 
 

 

11.0  CLEAN WATER ACT SECTION 404 (b)(1) EVALUATION 
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

 
PROJECT:  DELAWARE AVENUE, CITY OF CAPE MAY CONTINUING 
AUTHORITIES PROGRAM SECTION 14 - EMERGENCY SHORELINE EROSION 
PROTECTION OF PUBLIC WORKS CAPE MAY, NEW JERSEY 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  The preferred alternative for this project is the construction 
of an approximately 2,000 linear foot rip-rap embankment along the Cape May Harbor 
side of Delaware Avenue.  This alternative consists of the removal of the existing 
concrete rubble and the placement of approximately 3,000 cubic yards (CY) of rip-rap 
with a minimum thickness of 24 inches with a 1.5:1 slope.  Once the rip-rap is placed, the 
water ward side of the structure will be backfilled with approximately 5,050 CY of beach 
quality sand from an elevation of +1.6 feet NAVD88 to depth of closure at a slope 
ranging from 11:1 to 8:1 to ensure protection of the structure and to promote the re-
establishment of intertidal wetlands.  This alternative also includes the planting of 
approximately 2.0 acres of Spartina alterniflora. 

. 
 

1. Review of Compliance (Section 230.10(a)-(d)). 
 

a. The discharge represents the least environmentally 
damaging practicable alternative and if in a special 
aquatic site, the activity associated with the discharge 
must have direct access or proximity to, or be located 
in the aquatic ecosystem to fulfill its basic purpose. 

 
 
 
 

| X_ | 

 
 
 
 

| | _ |  

    YES NO 

b. The activity does not appear to: 
1) violate applicable state water quality standards or 
effluent standards prohibited under Section 307 of the 
CWA; 2) jeopardize the existence of Federally listed 
threatened and endangered species or their critical 
habitat; and 3) violate requirements of any Federally 
designated marine sanctuary 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

| X_ | 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

| | _ | 

    YES NO 

c. The activity will not cause or contribute to significant 
degradation of waters of the U.S. including adverse 
effects on human health, life stages of organisms 
dependent on the aquatic ecosystem, ecosystem 
diversity, productivity and stability, and recreational, 
aesthetic, and economic values 

 
 
 
 
 
 

| X_ | 

 
 
 
 
 
 

| | _ | 

    YES NO 

d. Appropriate and practicable steps have been taken to 
minimize potential adverse impacts of the discharge 
on the aquatic ecosystem 

 
 

| X_ | 

 
 

| | _ | 

    YES NO 

 
2. Technical Evaluation Factors (Subparts C-F). 

 
 

 

Not 
Signif-   Signif-  

N/A icant icant* 
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a. Potential Impacts on Physical and Chemical 
Characteristics of the Aquatic Ecosystem (Subpart C) (Sec. 230.20-230.25). 

 

1) Substrate. | | |X | | | 
2) Suspended particulates/turbidity. | | |X | | | 
3) Water. | | |X | | | 
4) Current patterns and water circulation. | | |X | | | 
5) Normal water fluctuations. | | |X | | | 
6) Salinity gradients. |X | | | | | 

b. Potential Impacts on Biological Characteristics of 
the Aquatic Ecosystem (Subpart D)(Sec. 230.30-230.32). 

 

1) Threatened and endangered species. |X | | | | | 
2) Fish, crustaceans, mollusks and other aquatic        
  organisms in the food web. | | |X | | | 
3) Other wildlife. | | |X | | | 

c. Potential Impacts on Special Aquatic Sites (Subpart E)(Sec. 230.40-230.45). 
 

1) Sanctuaries and refuges. |X | | | | | 
2) Wetlands. | | |X | | | 
3) Mud flats. | | |X | | | 
4) Vegetated shallows. | | |X | | | 
5) Coral reefs. |X | | | | | 
6) Riffle and pool complexes. |X | | | | | 

d. Potential Effects on Human Use Characteristics (Subpart F)(Sec 230.50-230.45) 
 

1) Municipal and private water supplies. | X| | | | | 
2) Recreational and commercial fisheries. | | |X | | | 

3) Water-related recreation.   | |  |X | | | 
4) Aesthetics. | | |X | | | 
5) Parks, national and historic monuments, national 

seashores, wilderness areas, research sites, and 
similar preserves. 

 
 

|

     
 
| 

 
 

|X 

 
 

| 

 
 

| 

 
 

| 

 
 
 

3. Evaluation and Testing (Subpart G) (Sec. 230.60-230.61) 
 

a. The following information has been considered in evaluating the biological availability of possible 
contaminants in dredged or fill material. (Check only those appropriate.) 

 

1) Physical  characteristics.......................... |X | 
2) Hydro-geography in relation to known or  
  anticipated sources of contaminants............... | | 
3) Results from previous testing of the material or  
  similar material in the vicinity of the project .. | | 
4) Known, significant sources of persistent  
  pesticides from land runoff or percolation ..... | | 
5) Spill records for petroleum products or designated  
  hazardous substances (Section 311 of CWA) ........ | | 
6) Public records of significant introduction of  
  contaminants from industries, municipalities,  
  or other sources ..... |X | 
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7) Known existence of substantial material deposits 

  of substances which could be released in harmful

  quantities to the aquatic environment by man-induced 
  discharge activities .............. | | 
8) Other sources (specify) ........................... | | 

List appropriate references. 
 

Draft Environmental Assessment for Delaware Avenue Shoreline Erosion Project 
 

b. An evaluation of the appropriate information in 3a above indicates that there is reason to believe 
the proposed dredge or fill material is not a carrier of contaminants, or that levels of contaminants are 
substantively similar at extraction and disposal sites and not likely to require constraints.  The material 
meets the testing exclusion criteria. 

 
||X| |    | 

YES NO 
 

4. Disposal Site Delineation (Section 230.11(f)). 

c. The following factors, as appropriate, have been considered in evaluating the 
disposal site. 

 

1) Depth of water at disposal site .................. | |
2) Current velocity, direction, and variability

  at the disposal site .................... | |
3) Degree of turbulence ............................. | |
4) Water column stratification ...................... | |
5) Discharge vessel speed and direction .................... | |
6) Rate of discharge ................................ | |
7) Dredged material characteristics 
  (constituents, amount, and type

  of material, settling velocities) ............... |X |
8) Number of discharges per unit of time .................. | |
9) Other factors affecting rates and 
  patterns of mixing (specify) .................... | |

List appropriate references: 

Draft Environmental Assessment for Delaware Avenue Shoreline Erosion Project  

 
d. An evaluation of the appropriate factors in 4a above indicates that the disposal site 

and/or size of mixing zone are acceptable 
| X   | | | 
YES NO 

 
5. Actions To Minimize Adverse Effects (Subpart H)(Sec. 230.70-230.77). 

All appropriate and practicable steps have been taken, through 
application of recommendation of Section 230.70-230.77 to 
ensure minimal adverse effects of the proposed discharge.  | X   | |  

| YES NO 
 
 

List actions taken:  
 
a. Sand material 
used for backfilling 
will be a minimum 
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of 90% sand and of 
similar grain size to 
the existing 
material. 

 
 
 

6. Factual Determination (Section 230.11). 

A review of appropriate information as identified in items 
2 - 5 above indicates that there is minimal potential for 
short or long term environmental effects of the proposed 
discharge as related to: 

 

a. Physical substrate 
(review sections 2a, 3, 4, and 5 above). 

 
YES 

 
|X 

 
| 
 

NO | 

b. Water circulation, fluctuation and salinity 
(review sections 2a, 3, 4, and 5). 

 
YES 

 
|X 

 
| 
 

NO | 

c. Suspended  particulates/turbidity 
(review sections 2a, 3, 4, and 5). 

 
YES 

 
| 

 
| 
 

NO |X 

d. Contaminant availability 
(review sections 2a, 3, and 4). 

 
YES 

 
|X 

 
| 
 

NO | 

e. Aquatic ecosystem structure, function 
and organisms(review sections 2b and 
c, 3, and 5) 

 
 

YES 

 
 

| 

 
 

| 

 
 

NO |X 

f. Proposed disposal site 
(review sections 2, 4, and 5). 

 
YES 

 
| 

 
| 
 

NO |X 

g. Cumulative effects on the aquatic 
ecosystem. 

 
YES 

 
|X 

 
| 
 

NO | 

h. Secondary effects on the aquatic 
ecosystem. 

 
YES 

 
|X 

 
| 
 

NO | 

 
7. Findings of Compliance or non-compliance. (Sec. 230.12) 

The proposed disposal site for discharge of dredged or fill 
material complies with the Section 404(b)(1) guidelines ... YES  |X    | NO | | 

 
 
 
 
  



DELAWARE AVENUE, CAPE MAY SECTION 14 EMERGENCY STREAMBANK PROTECTION AIR QUALITY EMISSIONS ESTIMATES

TABLE 1 - PROJECT EMISSION SOURCES AND ESTIMATED POWER
NOX NOX VOC VOC

# of load days of EF Emissions EF Emissions

Equipment/Engine Category task engines hp factor (LF) hrs/day operation* hp-hr (g/hp-hr) (Tons) (g/hp-hr) (Tons)

Mobilization & Demobilization

Hydraulic excavator, wheel 1.4 CY Clearing/grubbing 1 163 0.53 8 8 5,183 9.2 0.05 1.3 0.01

Dump Truck, HWY, 10-13 CY Excavation 1 400 0.80 8 153 391,680 9.2 3.97 1.3 0.56

Hydraulic excavator, wheel 1.4 CY Excavation 1 163 0.53 8 139 96,066 9.2 0.97 1.3 0.14

Dump Truck, HWY, 16-20 CY Fill 1 400 0.80 8 42 107,520 9.2 1.09 1.3 0.15

Hydraulic excavator, wheel 1.4 CY Fill 1 163 0.53 8 57 39,394 9.2 0.40 1.3 0.06

loader, front end, skid steered Fill 1 81 0.71 8 42 19,323 9.2 0.20 1.3 0.03

Dump Truck, HWY, 16-20 CY Rip Rap Slope Treatment 1 400 0.80 8 56 143,360 9.2 1.45 1.3 0.21

Hydraulic excavator, wheel 1.4 CY Rip Rap Slope Treatment 1 163 0.53 8 50 34,556 9.2 0.35 1.3 0.05

TOTAL 8.48 Tons NOX 1.20 Tons VOC

TABLE 2. POLLUTANT EMISSIONS FROM EMPLOYEE VEHICLES

# workers # Trips/day # days miles/tripgrams NOX/mile
grams 
VOC/mile Tons NOX Tons VOCs

15 2 180 30 0.96 0.84 0.17 0.15
The employee vehicle estimate includes mobilization/demobilization and construction.

TABLE 3. TOTAL NOX and VOCs (Tons)

NOX= 8.65 tons
VOCs= 1.35 tons

 APPENDIX B - AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY DETERMINATION



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Draft Section 2(b) Letter (Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act) 
from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 













































 

 

 

 

 

 

State Historic Preservation Office Correspondence 

Determination of No Adverse Affect 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 









 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix C 
 

Selected Plan Drawings 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix D 
 

Cost Estimate for Selected Plan 
(Rip-Rap Protection of Shoreline) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Table 1 - Total Repair Cost: CAPE MAY - DE Ave. Price Level: July 2016

DESCRIPTION OF ITEM QUANTITY UOM UNIT ESTIMATED ESCALATION CONTIN- TOTAL

PRICE AMOUNT @ 1.77% GENCY COST

01. LANDS AND DAMAGES 1 Job LS $27,125 $479 $4,069 $31,194

02. RELOCATIONS 1 Job LS $0 $0 $0 $0

16. BANK STABILIZATION
16. 01. Mobilization, Demob. And Preparatory Work
16. 01. 01 Mobilization and Demobilization 1 Job LS $74,327 $1,314 $11,346 $86,988
16. 01. 02 Traffic Control 1 Job LS $255,886 $4,523 $39,061 $299,471
16. 31. Earthwork
16. 31. 02. Site Work
16. 31. 02. 01. Clearing and Grubbing 300 CY $46.20 $13,860 $245 $2,116 $16,221
16. 31. 02. 04. Excavation 8,343 CY $50.13 $418,235 $7,393 $63,844 $489,472
16. 31. 02. 07. Fill 5,050 CY $40.75 $205,788 $3,638 $31,414 $240,839
16. 81. Rip Rap Treatment
16. 81. 02. Site Work
16. 81. 02. 03. Rip Rap 2,984 CY $110.00 $328,240 $5,802 $50,106 $384,149
16. 99 Associated General Items (Geofabric) 5,158 SY $3.25 $16,764 $296 $2,559 $19,619

16. TOTAL BANK STABILIZATION $1,313,099 $23,211 $200,447 $1,536,757

30. PLANNINNG, ENGINEERING AND
DESIGN (P,E & D) 1 Job LS $134,022 $20,103 $154,126

31. CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
(S & A) 1 Job LS $130,002 $19,500 $149,502
TOTAL PROJECT FIRST COST $1,604,248 $23,691 $244,119 $1,872,058
                  (Rounded) $1,604,000 $24,000 $244,000 $1,872,000

Note:
1) Cost estimate based on 65% design drawings.
2) Contingency is 15%.
3) E & D 10% is just a place holder, PM to provide actual cost.
4) S & A is assumed 9.7%

ACCOUNT 

NUMBER

01_Cape May - DE Ave.xlsx 7/8/2016
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Real Estate Plan 
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    REAL ESTATE PLAN 
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SECTION 14, CAPE MAY-DELAWARE AVENUE 
EMERGENCY SHORELINE EROSION FEASIBILITY STUDY 
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1. GENERAL 
 
This Real Estate Plan is for the Delaware Avenue, City of Cape May, New Jersey, 
Emergency Shoreline Erosion Protection Project.   The authority for this project is the 
Continuing Authority Program (CAP) Section 14 of the Flood Control Act of 1946, as 
amended, Streambank and Shoreline Erosion Protection of Public Works and Non-Profit 
Public Services, which authorizes the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to study, 
design and construct projects to protect facilities that are used to provide public services 
and are open to all on equal terms.  The County of Cape May, New Jersey, is the Non-
Federal Sponsor (NFS).   
 
The Delaware Avenue shoreline erosion protection study is located in the City of Cape 
May, Cape May County, New Jersey. The study area is located on the north side of the 
City along the Cape May Harbor and extends for approximately 0.4 miles along 
Delaware Avenue as shown below in Figure 1. The area has historically experienced 
severe shoreline erosion due to tidal surge and wave action during hurricanes and major 
nor'easters.  The erosion of the shoreline is increasing in intensity and it is encroaching 
upon Delaware Avenue and a sewer utility line.  
 

 
 
Figure 1: Project limits shown in red (also shown as “Exhibit A”) 
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The Tentatively selected plan (TSP) consists of the placement of rip rap along the 
shoreline of the Harbor to prevent further erosion toward Delaware Avenue and the sewer 
line. The proposed project shall be constructed using a combination of riprap along the 
embankment and sand along the berm to stabilize the embankment along Delaware 
Avenue.  The project contains approximately 0.4 acres of wetlands within the project 
limits, in which less than 0.1 acres will be affected by the construction.  In order to place 
the riprap, the existing area will require the excavation and removal of approximately 
8,400 cubic yards of various material types (sand, rock, concrete, and pavement debris).  
For stability purposes and ease of placement of the riprap, the water ward side of the 
excavation will be excavated at a 2:1 slope from the proposed toe of the riprap to the 
existing ground.  The riprap structure will be a minimum of 24” thick and have a 
1.5H:1V slope proceeding up the embankment.  Once the riprap is placed, the water ward 
side of the structure will be backfilled with sand of matching characteristics that are in 
place now.  The sand will be placed from the intersection of the riprap and the Mean 
High Water elevation of +1.6’ at an 11H:1V to 8H:1V slope to ensure protection of the 
structure as well as help promote wetland growth in the area of construction for the 
future.  The amount of sand to be filled is approximately 5,050 cubic yards, and the 
amount of riprap required is approximately 3,000 cubic yards.   
 
Riprap will be obtained from a local quarry.  Sand for backfill will be obtained and 
trucked from one of two existing USACE upland disposal facilities that are located along 
the Cape May Canal  
 
2. REAL ESTATE REQUIREMENTS 
 
a. Description of Land, Easements, Rights of Way and Roadway Requirements for 
Project:   There appear to be 3 owners that own portions of property within the project 
footprint as follows: the City of Cape May owns 4 parcels containing approximately 4.80 
acres; the Corinthian Yacht Club owns 1 parcel containing approximately 0.50 acres and 
the NFS Cape May County, owns 4 parcels containing approximately 1.94 acres, within 
the footprint. 
   
b. Standard Estates: The minimum estates required for this project are a Permanent 
Channel Improvement Estate for a permanent right of way on approximately 5.3 acres of 
land (Estate No. 8) and a Temporary Work Area Easement (Estate No. 15) on 
approximately 1.94 acres 
 

CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT EASEMENT (Estate No. 8) 
 

A perpetual and assignable right and easement to construct, operate, and maintain 
channel improvement works on, over, and across (that land described in Schedule A) 
(Tract Nos. _____) for the purposes as authorized by the Act of Congress approved 
______, including the right to clear, cut, fell, remove and dispose of any and all timber, 
trees, underbrush, buildings, improvements and/or other obstructions there from; to 
excavate, dredge, cut away and remove any or all said land and to place thereon dredge or 
spoil material; and for such other purposes as may be required in connection with said 



Delaware Avenue Preliminary REP                                                                                                          
November 2016 
CAP 14 Shoreline Erosion Protection Project  
 

work of improvement; reserving, however, to the owners, their heirs and assigns, all such 
rights and privileges as may be used without interfering with or abridging the rights and 
easement hereby acquired; subject, however, to existing easements for public roads and 
highways, public utilities, railroads and pipelines. 

 
TEMPORARY WORK AREA EASEMENT (Estate No.15) 

 
A temporary easement and right-of-way in, on, over and across (the land 

described in Schedule A) (Tract Nos. ____), for a period not to exceed one (1) year, 
beginning with date possession of the land is granted to the United States, for use by the 
United States, its representatives, agents, and contractors as a work area, including the 
right to move, store and remove equipment and supplies, and erect and remove temporary 
structures on the land and to perform any other work necessary and incident to the 
construction of the Delaware Avenue Cape May Emergency Shoreline Protection Project,  
together with the right to trim, cut, fell and remove there from all trees, underbrush, 
obstructions, and any other vegetation, structures, or obstacles within the limits of the 
right-of-way; reserving, however, to the landowners, their heirs and assigns, all such 
rights and privileges as may be used without interfering with or abridging the rights and 
easement hereby acquired; subject, however to existing easements for public roads and 
highways, public utilities, railroads and pipelines. 
 
c. Non-Standard Estates: There are no Non-Standard Estates necessary for this project.  
 
d. Current Ownership: The lands that are required for this project consist of 9 parcels.  
Ownership information for the project area is indicated on Exhibit B. 
 
e. Real Estate Mapping: A Real Estate Map delineating the area required for this project 
is attached as Exhibit A.  
 
3. EXISTING FEDERAL PROJECTS 
There are no Federal projects within the project area. 
 
4. EXISTING FEDERALLY OWNED LANDS 
There are no federally owned lands within this project area.  
 
5.  LANDS OWNED BY THE NON-FEDERAL SPONSOR 
The NFS owns approximately 1.94 acres of Delaware Avenue which will be used as a 
staging area when road closure is necessary. 
 
6.  NAVIGATIONAL SERVITUDE 
Navigational servitude is not applicable to this project. 
 
7.  INDUCED FLOODING 
The proposed project feature will not cause induced flooding. 
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8.  BASELINE COST ESTIMATE FOR REAL ESTATE 
The Baseline Cost Estimate for Real Estate, in MCACES format, will be developed upon 
further design, when a gross appraisal is completed. 
 
9.  PUBLIC LAW 91-646 RELOCATIONS 
There will not be any relocations under Public Law 91-646, as amended, associated with 
this project.   
 
10.  MINERAL ACTIVITY 
There is no present or anticipated mineral activity within the project area. 
 
11.  TIMBER RIGHTS 
There is no present or anticipated timber activity within the project area. 
 
12. ASSESSMENT OF NON-FEDERAL SPONSER ACQUISITION CAPABILITY 
The County of Cape May New Jersey is the Non-Federal Sponsor. The County of Cape 
May will primarily be responsible for acquisition of the real estate interests.  The County 
has the necessary experience and resources, including quick take authority, to acquire the 
real estate interests required for the project.  The assessment of the NFS’s real estate 
acquisition capability is included in Exhibit D. 
 
13.  ZONING 
The enactment of zoning ordinances is not proposed to facilitate real estate acquisition 
for this project. 
 
14.  ACQUISITION SCHEDULE 
The following is the estimated acquisition schedule based on the NFS’s continued and 
frequent dialogue with property owners in preparation for the beginning of the actual 
acquisition.    
The following estimated acquisition schedule indicates the length of time required for 
each step in the standard acquisition process.  Based on the start date of an executed PPA, 
the following is an estimated real estate timeline:   
 
       End Date 

a. PPA Execution    Start Date 
b. Forward Maps to Sponsor   Within 1 week of Start Date 
c. Plats and Owner Verification  Within 12 weeks of Sponsor map  

       receipt 
d. Appraisal receipt    Within 8 weeks of plats/owners  
e. Review Appraisals   Within 4 weeks of Appraisal receipt 
f. Negotiations    Within 8 weeks after Appraisal 

review 
g. Closings     Within 6 weeks of completion of 

  Negotiations 
h. Possession     Within 1 day of Closings 
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i. Certification of Real Estate  Within 1 week of Possession;  
       requires the transmittal of the 
       Non-Federal Sponsor’s  
       Authorization for Entry for  
       Construction and Certificate  
       of Authority 

 
Approximate Total    1 year 
 

j. Condemnation/Eminent Domain  Within 1 year of failure of   
       Negotiations 

 
15.  UTILITY AND FACILITY RELOCATIONS 
There are no utility or facility relocations identified with this project at present.   
 
16.  ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS 
At this preliminary stage environmental concerns are not known. Environmental concerns 
will be included upon final findings of the Environmental Assessment (EA). 
 
17. ATTITUDES OF THE LANDOWNERS 
The City of Cape May is in favor of the selected plan and is willing to act as a 
cooperating partner since this project will provide protection to their lands, utilities, and 
County Road.  
 
18. NOTIFICATION TO NON-FEDERAL SPONSOR 
Notification has not yet been coordinated with the NFS, but notice of their responsibilities 
for cost sharing, real estate acquisition, crediting requirements under PL 91-646, and 
operation and maintenance for the project will be coordinated soon.    
 
19. RISK ANAYLSIS 
There appears to be low real estate risks associated with this project.   

 
 
 

END OF REPORT 



Exhibit B – Delaware Avenue Property Owner List 
 
Block Lot Qual Class Location Owner

More Info 
 

1184 1  15C 1551 DELAWARE AVE CITY OF CAPE MAY 
 
 Block Lot Qual Class Location Owner 

More Info 
 

1195 1  15C 1601 DELAWARE AVE CITY OF CAPE MAY 
 
 
 Block Lot Qual Class Location Owner 

More Info 
 

1206 1  15C 1701 DELAWARE AVE CITY OF CAPE MAY 
 
 Block Lot Qual Class Location Owner 

More Info 
 

1217 1.01  15C CHICAGO & DELAWARE AVES CITY OF CAPE MAY 

More Info 
 

1217 1.02  1 1801 DELAWARE AVE CORINTHIAN YACHT CLUB
 
 
*The County owns Delaware Avenue and the 3 street ends (Wilmington Ave, Chicago Ave and 
Brooklyn Ave) 
 



Exhibit C
Feasability Study Cost Estimate‐ MCACES Format

Real Estate Acquisition Requirements

Cape May Del Ave CAP 14

Private Commercial Public Requirement

# $ each req # $ each req # $ each req Base Contingency Total

0102‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ACQUISITIONS

010201‐‐‐ By Government

010202‐‐‐ By Non‐Federal Sponsor (NFS)

01020201 Survey and Legal Descriptions 0 500 0 1 500 500 8 500 4,000 4,500 675 5,175 0.15

01020102 Title Evidence 0 600 0 1 600 600 8 600 4,800 5,400 810 6,210 0.15

01020203 Negotiations 0 1,000 0 1 2,000 2,000 8 1,000 8,000 10,000 1,500 11,500 0.15

010203‐‐‐ By Government on Behalf of NFS

010204‐‐‐ Review of NFS

01020401 Survey and Legal Descriptions 0 75 0 1 75 75 8 75 600 675 101 776 0.15

01020402 Title Evidence 0 75 0 1 75 75 8 75 600 675 101 776 0.15

01020403 Negotiations 0 75 0 1 75 75 8 75 600 675 101 776 0.15

SUBTOTAL 21,925 3,289 25,214

0103‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ CONDEMNATIONS

010301‐‐‐ By Government

010302‐‐‐ By Non‐Federal Sponsor (NFS) 0 500 0 1 1,500 1,500 0 0 1,500 225 1,725 0.15

010303‐‐‐ By Government on Behalf of NFS

010304‐‐‐ Review of NFS 0 100 0 1 700 700 0 0 700 105 805 0.15

SUBTOTAL 2,200 330 2,530

0105‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ APPRAISALS

010501‐‐‐ By Government

010502‐‐‐ By Non‐Federal Sponsor (NFS) 0 500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.15

010503‐‐‐ By Government on Behalf of NFS

010504‐‐‐ Review of NFS 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.15

SUBTOTAL 0 0 0

0106‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ PL 91‐646 ASSISTANCE

010601‐‐‐ By Government

010602‐‐‐ By Non‐Federal Sponsor (NFS) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.15

010603‐‐‐ By Government on Behalf of NFS

010604‐‐‐ Review of NFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.15

SUBTOTAL 0 0 0

0107‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ TEMPORARY PERMITS/LICENSES/RIGHTS‐OF‐WAY

010701‐‐‐ By Government 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.15

010702‐‐‐ By Non‐Federal Sponsor (NFS) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.15

010703‐‐‐ By Government on Behalf of NFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.15

010704‐‐‐ Review of NFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.15

010705‐‐‐ Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.15

010706‐‐‐ Damage Claims 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.15

SUBTOTAL 0 0 0



0115------- REAL ESTATE PAYMENTS

011501‐‐‐ Land Payments 0

01150101 By Government 0 0 0 0 0 0.15

01150102 By Non‐Federal Sponsor (NFS) 1 500 500 8 200 1,600 2,100 315 2,415 0.15

01150103 By Government on Behalf of NFS 0 0 0 0 0 0.15

01150104 Review of NFS 1 100 100 8 100 800 900 135 1,035 0.15

011502‐‐‐ PL 91‐646 Assistance Payments 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.15

01150201 By Government 0 0 0 0.15

01150202 By Non‐Federal Sponsor (NFS) 0 0 0 0.15

01150203 By Government on Behalf of NFS 0 0 0 0.15

01150204 Review of NFS 0 0 0 0.15

011503‐‐‐ Damage Payments 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.15

01150301 By Government 0 0 0 0.15

01150302 By Non‐Federal Sponsor (NFS) 0 0 0 0.15

01150303 By Government on Behalf of NFS 0 0 0 0.15

01150304 Review of NFS 0 0 0 0.15

SUBTOTAL 3,000 450 3,450

Account 02 Facility/Utility Relocations (Construction cost only) 0 0 0.15

REAL ESTATE ACQUISITION TOTAL $27,125 $4,069 $31,194



EXHIBIT D 
 

ASSESSMENT OF NON-FEDERAL SPONSOR’S 
REAL ESTATE ACQUISITION CAPABILITY 

CAPE MAY COUNTY 
EMERGENCY SHORELINE EROSION FEASIBILITY STUDY 

CITY OF CAPE MAY, CAPE MAY COUNTY 
NEW JERSEY 

 
 
1. Legal Authority 
 

a. Does the sponsor have legal authority to acquire and hold title to real property for project 
purposes? 
 

      Yes, the County of Cape May has the legal authority to acquire and hold title to real property.  
See N.J.S.A. 40:20-1; see also N.J.S.A. 40A:12-3.   
 

b.  Does the sponsor have the power of eminent domain for this project? 
 

Yes, the County of Cape May has the power of eminent domain.  See N.J.S.A. 20:3-1, et seq. 
 

c.  Does the sponsor have “quick-take” authority for this project? 
 

Yes, the County of Cape May has the authority to take immediate possession after the 
recording of a declaration of taking.  See N.J.S.A. 20:3-19. 
 

d.  Are there any lands/interests in land required for the project located outside the sponsor’s 
political boundary? 
 

No. 
 

e.  Are any of the lands/interests in land required for the project owned by an entity whose 
property the sponsor cannot condemn? 
 
 No. 
 
2.  Human Resource Requirements: 
 

a.  Will the sponsor’s in-house staff require training to become familiar with the real estate 
requirements of Federal projects including P.L. 91-646, as amended? 
 

No. 
 
b.  If the answer to 2a is yes, has a reasonable plan been developed to provide such training? 

 
N/A 

    
c.  Does the sponsor’s in-house staff have sufficient real estate acquisition experience to meet its 

responsibilities for the project? 
 
                    Yes.  
 



d.  Is the sponsor’s projected in-house staffing level sufficient considering its other workload, if 
any, and the project schedule? 
 

Yes. 
 

e.   Can the sponsor obtain contractor support, if required, in a timely fashion? 
 

N/A 
 

f.  Will the sponsor likely request USACE assistance in acquiring real estate? 
 

No.   
 
3.  Other Project Variables: 
 

a.  Will the sponsor’s staff be located within reasonable proximity to the project site? 
 

Yes.   
 

b.  Has the sponsor approved the project/real estate schedule/milestones? 
 

Yes. 
 
4.  Overall Assessment: 
 

a.  Has the sponsor performed satisfactorily on other USACE projects? 
 

Yes.  The NFS has performed satisfactorily on other projects. 
 

b.  With regard to this project, the sponsor is anticipated to be highly capable/fully 
capable/moderately capable/marginally capable/insufficiently capable? 
 
 
 
5.  Coordination 
 

a.  Has this assessment been coordinated with the sponsor? 
 

Yes. 
 

b.  Does the sponsor concur with this assessment? 
 

 
 Yes. 

Prepared by: 
Nicole Robert 
Realty Specialist 

 
    Reviewed and approved by: 

Craig R. Homesley 
Chief, Civil-IIS Projects Support Branch 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix F 
 

Certificate of Legal Review 
 






